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Chapter Five

Ethleal Consclousness
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Value and the Conceptual World

One of the notable deficlite of scisntific theory 1s its
inabllity to account for those phenomena of human exparience
that are summarized In the notion of value. Probably the re-
luctance of sclence to recognize value stems Crom the intul-
tlon that the basls of value is ultimately subJective; there-
fore value would have no place in an absolutely oblective
scientlfic method. However, science 1s the intellectual ac-
tivity of human beings, and as such it is unable to free 1t-
self from the inevitable subjective component of cognition,
however much it might strive to do so. Furthermore, thers
would arise some questlon whether such an avoildance of all
value was indeed desirable, because to the extent that valua-
tion is an intrinsic component of knowledge, its systematic
elimination from sclentifilc thought results 1in 2 deceptive
presentatlion of scientliflc fact and in a distortion of sci-
entifle reasoning. Thus, even apart from other slgnificance
that it might possess, the study of value should be fundamental
to sclentifle theory, if only because 'truth' is of the essence
of selentifle thought, and "truth' is meaningful only as a

concept of value.
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Some measure of value 1z implicit in 21l perception and
in all actlon. It is to this value that we refer when we de-
Light in beauty or when wé pralse the good. Memory and anticl-
patlon also share 1n value. It reaches intc the past to em-
brace former actions of my own; it involves desds of other
human belngs like myself. The so-called actions of institu-
tions and of governments are also adjudged good or bad. Even
some events In nature that come to pass without human lnterven-
tion or assistance szeem to lmply value when they affect matters

- {m or#um‘f'
of human concern. Some events impress us as more S e o e

than others, but as we carefully survey the content of our
thought, we flnd not a single event that has not some signifi-
cance in a potential relatlonship, nor any coject that could

exlst without the value that 1ts very integrlity imnlies.

As soon as one abandons his prejudice agalnat value as
the component of experience, he will find that although sclen-
tific theory pretends Indifference to the implications of virtue
or of beauty, yet the world of our knowledge closely examined
bears the signature of value in all of 1its cbjects and in all
of its events. The event 1s characterized as such by an in-
trinsic value ascribed to 1t. Each object is constituted as
an entity.distinct from its surroundings also by value. Similarly,

each perceptioh that we have of an lmage in nature is tinged
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with valuation. Every asction constitutes a speclfic valua-
tion of a moment in time. When we attempt to assign value to
some hisgtoriecal event, we do so wlth a view to its apparent
consequences.  The value of an object 18 sometimes considered
to reslde In 1ts appearance and structure; we then call it
esthetlice, Otherwise the value of an cbject 1s inferred from
its relatlonshlip to other objects and we call it functional.
If we compared our conceptual scheme of world to & rug of rich
desgign, the function of value mlight be held analogous Fo that
of the knots which though invisible to the surface bind the

Tabric into a coherent whole.

Customarily we draw a major distinction between good and
bad, between positive and negative value. However, in view
of the common dlzagreement concerning goodness or badness, and
especlally since value seems to inhere in many neutral objects
and events, 1t 1is plausible and far more consistent to conaider
values positive and negative cpposed primarily not to each
other but to the absence of value. Thug we might conslder

Ornament
value not a2 mere eusddbs

added to an already complete entlty;

1n a much more compelllng sense we would conslder value to be
essence

the very sessdis by virtue of which we reccgnlize an object or

an event as such. In common parlance we seem to take account

of this clroumstance when we substitute for the word 'good!' the
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term ‘real'. We speak for exsmple of a real car and we mean a
vehlele that exhiblts 1n abundance the qualitlies that we expect
of a car. Conversely, we usze the term 'poor! synonymously with
the word 'bad', 1in that sense in which is implicit the loss not
of some extrinsic cause for pralse, but some deflclency of the
very object deserlibed. There 1s a strict sense in whieh value
1s never dependent upon consequence or relation, a sense in
whilch value always seems to inhere only in the object itself or in
the event. Such a definition of value acqulres particular sig-
niflcance in view of our previous conclusion that the ;ntegrity
of obJect and event as such is to 2 large though indetermlinate
degree a reflection not of natural constitution but of the syn-
thesizin, faculty of our minds. We may surmise that the quallity
which makes an event % appear as it does, and the quality that

distinct

makes an object, bewleey are none other than

thelr respsctive values. It is plausible that these values,

by which object and event exlst, mlght be projections of our own'
Inteliigence upon the givennsss of nature. In that case, valua-
tion should enter into all our cognltive intellectual activity,

and In polnt of fact prove inseparable from 1it.

Valuation and the conceptual world stand in an amblguous
relationship to one another., If impligit Judgments of wvalue

inhere In all éom&@ptu&lizatiOn, yet we are moast reluctant



388 v-o

to recognize that our conceptusnl activity might have any af -
finity to value whatsoever. Valuation of one kind or another
doeg play an lmportant role in our Judgment 1n many Tlelds;
and we have Invented a conslstent pattern of concepts to re-
present such valustlon for us. We rely upon value theories
of ethics and esthetles in many Qiraumﬁtanﬁﬁ% and the complexlty
and intrlcacy of such theorles leave nothlng to be desirsd.
Yet so far as knowledge 1 concerned, value is sxoluded and
desplsed. The antagonlism between concept and value follows

.

already from the definition of concept that we have glven,
covcepts

o a8 e it
s e b R e S e

To the extent that all ocur -

are products of self, -
they are determined by and thelr meaning is dependent upon
valuation., But to the extent that these concepts presume to

be entities independent of gelf, freguently geeming to reflect
and to exhaust reality as they do, they wlll deny thelr orligins
in sublective experiencs, Concepts are reluctant to admit value
because value lmplies subJectivity; whig¢le the sclentific con-
cept pretends to be entlrely objective. Thus the dlehotomy be-
tween concept and value appears as an inevitable reflection of

our intellectual activity.

These Aifficulties arise primerlly from our mlsapprehension
of eomc@pﬁﬁal xnowledge. One misconception leads to another,

and because we do not recognlze our coneceptual world for what
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1t 1s, we deny that conceptual knowledge should admit value,

By the same token, knowledge is every much at a loss when an
explanation of value 1n the specific instance is demanded of

1t. The conceptusl world, as we have nioted, 1s notorlously
impervious to explicit ethical and esthetic valuatlon. The
common sense view of reality that is summarized in our academic
knowledge holds no brief for virtue or beauty. With regard

te our knowledge about 1t, the good appears as an 1llusion,

and beauty seems like an empty dream. We have hecome hardensd
to igrnoring the discrepancles between concept and v&lué. From
time to time the pointed awarencss may well trouble us that
something 1s amlss when knowledge 1s ignorant of the beautiful
and of the good. Yet we have learned to accept thils Incongruity.
Whatever mlsgivings we may temporarily entertalin are obtunded
by our belief that knowledge is soverelgn to valuation. What-
ever value may be, if anything, some day science will provide
1ts explanation. We would like to consider the present in-
abllity of knowledge to explain valuation to be temporary and
accidental, like so many other ambigulties of our conceptual
world nmerely awalting a sufficiently vigorous assault of scien-

t1fle method before capitulating to its loglcal prowess.

The conceptual world that we are constantly 1In process of
elaborating for ourselves le constructed with studied disdain

of ethical and esthetlic valuation. When we search for facts,
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we will not be concerned whether thelr truth be good or had,
beautliful or ugly. Indeed, we are lnelined to bestow on every-
thing that persuades us of its truth the attributes both of
virtue and of besauty. What is true appears 80 deslirable that

we cannot imaglne 1t in conflict with what is beautiful or good,
Yet all beneflits of such ildentification of knowledge and value
accerug only to the credit of cognltion. Phenomena of virtue

or beauty, such as they might be, never appear partleularly
"true' except perhaps to the poet or to the artist. Zp general
they are always expected to cede to 'truth!' whenever a conflict
between value and concept seems to arise. We dellberately de-
sign our conceptual system to be ‘'objectlive!, and in the process
we attempt o sunder from 1t all personal interest, all valua-
tive concern. The world must exist Independent of our volition
and desire. It seems improper that we should attempt to project
into the realm of knowledge elither moral purpose or easthetie
value of any sort. Indeed, even if we desired to avail our- '
selves of them, we should be at a loss for ethleal ldess adequate

to the vastness and complexlty of our concepts.

The conceptual world extends to inelude both our actlions
in thelr weakness and fallibility and the limltless expanse
of nature that we infer from our apperception. The plot of

ground upon which T build my house 1s of the same space as
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Is the most dlstant of nebulas. The second and the minute in
whlch my efforts are exhausted are of the same temporal continuity
as the thousands of years that the human race has lived and the
thousand thousands of years that we infer this earth to have ex-
lsted prlior to this moment of consclousness. The dlsproportion
between the dimensions of my conceptual world snd the effective
force of my actions produces a discontinuity in thought. This
digscontinulity may express itself in one of two ways. My actlons
may appear to be trivial in comparison with the cosmos in which
I must recognize myself like a speck of dust. Otherwiée, the
purpogefulness and Intenslity of my action, being real and im-
pressive to me, wlll make my conceptual inferences concerning
that 1lnaccessible world seem very much unreal. In the frame

of cosmlie dimensions, our Interests, our actions, and our valua-
tions lose all thelr significance. Conversely, the ethical con-
cern of the moment, the act that I am about to rerform, the
promise that T am about to fulfilil, the goal that T am sbout

to achleve are all dependent upon an Intellectual ocrientation
that differs significantly from the framework of the conceptual
world. TIndeed, in order for my action to becone valuable at
all, this actlion must be segregated from the totality of events;
1t must be digtinguished from the universallty of things known.
What little I am able to accomplish 1s always dwarfed by the

dimensions of a universe that I can comprehend only as concept
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and that in almost every way greatly exceeds the limits of my
personal experlence. To be sure, ethical sction regqulres a
frame of reference of 1ts own, but the logilcal scheme within
which 1 am able to act purposefully is only superflclally the
same as the world of knowledge. Examined closely, the dis-
conbimuity between these two worlds wlll seem more and more
slgnificant untll ultimately they will appear altogether dis-

tinct and 1rreconcilable one with another.

Consequently our thoughts are at odds with themselwes.
Through the power of concept and Imaginatlon our minds presume
to comprehend a unlverse in comparison with which the indlvidual
and his efforts are tirivial, We are by nature confined to a
narrow sphere of actlivity, vexed with the transient guality of
all our experlence, perturbed by bthe evansscence of our actlon,
and grievously disenchanted with the triviality of all that
we have achleved. Thls incongruity of concept and wvalue has
led many an impatient and consclentious mind to deny eilther
the world of its cognitlon or the world of its valustion.
Frequently the Just assertlions of ethleal and esthetlie con-
sclousness are scorned; occaslonally the reality of the con-
ceptual world 1s dlsparaged to make room fTor exagperated no-
tions of ?a}ue* However, both value and concept are real,
and 1f we are to be consistent we may deny pelther one nor the

cither.
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The incongrulty of concept and value offers an extraordinary
opportunity and challenge to our understanding. Esthetic and
ethlcal valuation themselves require definition. Thelr force
must be reconclied with the cogency of our knowledge. Such
an intellectual synthesis 1s impeded by obstacles of custom
and habits of thought. We exaggerate the Importance of our
knowledge; we fail to recognize our concepts for the subJective
inventions that they are. Wilth naive credulity we believe our-
selves committed to attribute to them a reality that they cannot
possess. On the other hand, we likewlse vainly exagge;ate and
overinterpret the significance of our personal ethical and
esthetlc valuation. Even if we should succeed 1n explaining
this conflict, our understanding of 1t must not be expected
to obviate the dlscontinulty. Perhaps the logical dilemma
reflects a primary psychologlcal fact of human nature, com-
parable, for example, to the limitations of speech, of hearing,
or of vision. If that were the case, we might expect to en-
counter many vestlges of such discrepancy. By the same token,

a recognition of the conflict as irremediable should be moat
useful toward a consistent understanding of our conceptual

thought.

Our experlences of value are convenlently distinguished
as ethical and esthetic respectively. While this distinction

1s useful, 1t is not absolute, and we recognize many situations
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where we could not properly say that valuatlion was éxclugivaiy
ethlcal or esthetlc. Many borderline problems can be clearly
agslgned to nelther sphere. To facllitate this distinetion,

we propose to call ethlcal our valuation in the dimension of
time. Correspondingly, valuation in the dimension of gpace may
be called esthetic. To the exbtent that our apperceptlon of
reailty never permlts an unequivocal distinetlon between space
and time, ethical and esthetlc valuatlon cannot be distingulshed
except 1n theory. Insofar as time 1is real 4o us prim&?ily in
the present, ethical valuation is corregpondingly limited to
the present also. As soon as we project our experience of the
present Into the pagt, 1t becomes conceptual. Then, in.as much
as concepts share many of the gualities of object, valuation

of events past tends to resemble an esthetle Judgment. For
exampie, our assessment of events in ancient history 1s quali-
tatively quite different from the Judgments that we mawe con-
cerning the present. There are many actlons that we would not
condene for curselves at this moment, which actions we would
not critieiie as the deed of another Indlvidual at some time

in the past. When we review an account of the past in our
imagination, 1ts events assume some of the qualities of objects
and the duration that separates them somewhat resembles space.

Extent in memopry is quite uncertain; it is made deflnite by a
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surreptitious comparlison of temporal Quration with spatial ex-~
tent. Hvents then appear no longer unique; they are arranged
Like obleets in a fileld of time, and the value that we atiri-
bute to them is more esthetle than ethical. By the same Loken,
the quallty of an event that makes 1t susceptible to ethical
valuatlon ls 1ts propenslity for serving our imagination as a
potential presgent. In other words, we are able to understand
events remote from us only by letting our imaglinations trans-
port ourselves to that place, and then Judging as we would
Judge 1f we found ourselves In such a situation as thg one
imagined. To the extent that our Judgment is predicated upon
such an Imaginatlive interchange of position, it preserves its
ethleal quality. Ethilcal judgments of the past are possible
only to the extent that our imaglnations are capable of equating

a polnt in past time with a present experience.

The primary ethlecal valuation 1ls limited not only to the
present, 1t 1s also limited to one individual. Ethical con-
sciousness asks: What must I do in this present moment? This
gquestlon may be expanded in terms of the action that should be
right and necessary for an individual such as myself fto under-
take under given circumstances. The systematid generallization
of this q@estien is the traditional concern of morality. Yet

it 1is difficuit to draw a line between the action of the individual
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and the Interests of soclety. No man lives to himself or acts
in private. Our world 1s a common one, and the sctioms that
express ourselves 8ffect at the szame time numerous fellow human
belngs. Consequently ethlcal theory is closely associated with
religion, with law, and insofar 2s man appears a chlld of na-
ture, with various branches of sclence. The ethical implica-
tions of these varlous disciplines make the study of ethics

at one and the same time more difficult and more interesting.
Conversely, these derivative disciplines have invariap}y had

to accomodate themselves to the ethical theory that they found
before them. They are not so independent of ethical theory as
they appear, and a more compelling theory of ethics might well
provide them wlth a firmer foundation. The practical cONSequences

of a cogent theory of ethlcs are difficult to estimate.
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Ethical Theorles

Ethleal declisions have such significance both in the lives
of individuals and in the histories of socleties that the at-
tempt to formulate consistent and applicable rules of conduct
ig one of the most anclient undertaklngs of thought. It is the
intention of ethical theory not only to give a reasonable ac-
count of ethical phenomena as they appear; even more ilmportant
i= g%& tagk of instructing men in the proper course of action
and 0f correctling and supplementing insufficiencles an® in-
congrultieg of ethical experlence itgelf. We expect ethieal
theory to tell us why we act as we do in those certaln situa-
tlons where our declsions geem irrevocably determined. We ex-
pect ethlcal theory te tell us how to act in circumstances
where the ‘right' course of action seems uncertaln, When we
initially recognlze ethics as a powerful force in our lives,
we are Inclined to assume that the maJorlty of ethical questlions,
carry within them thelr ocwn sclutions. As we examine our actlons
more rigorously, fewer and fewer ethicszsl decislions appear self-
evlident. Yet, because of 1its practical intent, ethical theory
18 seldom if ever carried to a logical conclusion. Ultimately
the most consistent theory might suggest that none of the ap-
parent etﬁical maxlme upon which we are accustomed to rely can

stand ungupporﬁed. Then to whatever extent it is based upon
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these self-evident rules of conduct, the discipline of eth-
ies collapses. Then there becomes evident a wide gulf between
theory and practlce. All practical situations In which I find
myself from moment to moment are far too complex to admit any

simple theoretical solution.

If the most lmmediate ethical question asks what I must
do at thls present moment, the ultimate of ethical concerns
is the goal or purpose of human actlvity in general. For,
as a particular actlon 1s performed with a view toward' achieve-
ment of & particular end, the totality of our actions would
appear to be directed toward some general goal or purpose as
vet undeflined. Perhaps it is not the task of ethiecanl theory
to define such a goal, but if that goal were uncertain, then
ethical theory should take account of the uncertainty. There
is, 1n the first place, some disagreement whether what is
supremely desirable for the individual 1s also supremely de-
sirable for his soclety, and if, when the twe conflicet, one
should be given preference over the other, and which one and
to what extent. All simple solutions to this problem are dog-
matic; 1t 1s quite difficult to frame an answer that will re-
flect the strong mutual interdependence between the individual
and his séeiety. This primary politlcal dilemma requires more
extensive consié@ratiom elsewhere. The very existence of the

problem may tempt to some premature conclusilons. 1In order to
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be able to pursue our argument freely, we must lnsist that
thls gquegtion should remaln open and unencumbered with pre-

Judgments,

A different way of approaching the same problem 1s to asi
how the goal of actlon, whatever 1t mlght be, would determine
the Individual's deciszlion at the preszent moment. This is the
same as to ask by what forces the individuazl seems compelled
to virtuous zctlon. The relatlonship of the actlion to the pre-
sumed goal 1ls anything but clear. We usually deny thercomplexlty
of our actlons, and construe them as belng determlned by that
fortultous purpose which seizes our attention In the instant.
It 1s quite difficult to prove that the relatlionshlp between
actlon and that purpose should be valid, We might readily
decelve ourselves ms concerning both the quallity of our will
and the effectiveness of our action. These are furthep provlems
for the theory of ethics. It should also be able to explain
the dlscrepancy between goals that from tlme Lo time appear
desirable ends of ethical endeavor. Finally, if 1t werpre possible,
ethical theory should contribute directlves to ald the indlvidusnl
in the solution of particular ethlesal problems.  We must review
the sallent characteristics of ethical theory hitherto developed
to see to Qhat extent, 1f at all, it succeeds in fulfilling

these Tunctlong.
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Because of the extraordinary importance of ethical con-
siderations both in the life of the Individual and in the
welfare of soclety, numerous authors have expressed their
views on ethics, giving to thils topic a theoretical or prac-
tical treatment as thelr purposes warranted. In most such
theories we flnd inherent two points of vlew, fundamentally
contradictory, but 1n practice necessarily reconcliled. We
shall refer to these mutually contradictory copinions as the
theologlcal and the empirical view of ethlcs respectively.

A consideration of thelr tenets will help to define thé basic

ethical problem.

What we shall refer to as a theological view of ethics
1s seidom identified as a unitary theory. More commonly it
is recognized 1n fragments of opinion and prejudice that enter
into almost every phase of our dally lives. By referring to
it as a theological view, we note that explicitly or by im-
plication 1t relies for the sanctlon of ethical Imperatives
upon delty as an element beyond human experience and even
beyond the order of the natural world. Frequently it requires
the term 'absclute' to butiress its injunctions, because 1t holds
that the good toward which ocur actions alm is separable and
independent, in short absclute of z2ll experlence. It is im-

plied that such a good must be the same for all men, independent
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of the particular occasion on which it is recognlzed., Ultimately
all such absolute ethical values are seen to have a religious
foundatlion; and the logical relationship between such absolute

value and deity is found to be merely a matter of definition.

A theologlcal view of ethics must assume that the good
which it holds out to men as the supreme goal, should be know-
able by man and should actually be known by him upon the ap-
plicatlon of reasonable effort and discretion. If the absolute
good is postulated as a practical goal of human endeavar, the
Intelligibility of ethical valuet must necessarily be presup-
posed. To mitigate the necessary remoteness of the ideal 1t-
self, a progression of ethilcal value is postulated, and an ap-
propriate link in such a chain of value is deemed accessible to
every man at all times. The individual 1s held to know what is
good; it 1s saild to present itself to him as a reflection of
divine perfectlion, and whether or not he wills asgent to it 1is
construed as a mere matter of Individual choice. His motivation
for such a choice is not aiways explicit; sometimes the mere
possession of a virtue is assumed to be its own reward; at other
times virtue 1s represented as a prudent down-payment for heavenly

or earthly remuneration.
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One of the obatacles facing such a theory is the circum-
stance that actionsg and purpeses recognized to be good are
frequently unattalnable on account of practical Aifficulties.
The persconallty of man 1s in danger of being crushed between
the implacable Injunctlons of an absolute good and the insur-
mountable resistance of human affairs. This dllemma is fre-
quently resolved by the argument that 1t should not matter
whether the virtuous actlon was in fact performed. What seems
Important 1s the Individual's wish that his virtuous %Ftion
might be fulfilled; 1In other words his will is substituted
for hils actlon. The will to do good, in contrast with its
actual accomplishmantt 1s thought to be entirely under the

ussuu,'ea(

control of the individual., Tt 1z Waewskt to be within the

power of man to heed his consclence. Thus will or intention
comes to be substltuted for action as the final common pathway
of ethical valuatlion. 7The whole course of man's life appears
then net so much as a process of action but as a process of
decision. Ethical cholce is represented as the answer to a
series of questlons to which yes or no is always an adequate
answer. The lncongrulties of such a facile emendation of

ethical Injunctlion will not escape the serious student.
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The theologleal view of ethics does not limilt itself to
the specific actlon of the indlvidual. It presumes to offer
an evaluation of the entilre range of our experience., Every-
thing that ocecurs 1s elther good or bad, and at the end of
history 1ls antleipated a day of ' reckoning when Judgment shall
be megted out to everyone in accordance with the virtues or
vices of his actions. Delty 1s believed to recognlize and to
record the actions of each 1ndividusl, his intentions and his
dlapositions. T@en elther In this 1ife or in the one F@ COome,
Judgment shall be pasgsed on him, and he will recelve reward
or punlshment In consonance with hils achlevements or wlth his
transgressions. The obedient emd fulfillment of the law is
construed to be hils salvation; transgresgion of the law brings

about hilg destruction.

Not only does the realm of theological ethlcs encompass
the entire 1life of the indlvidual, but in a remarkable way
the absoclute good permeates the structure of soclety; 1t is
reflected even In the organization of nature. Thus the in-
dividual 1s never isolated in his performance of ethieal duty.
Conseclence, the spark of the dlvine within him, is the bond
that uniftes man with the world order. Not only 1s he enjoined
and gulded by divinity to a general goal, but knowledge of

the good permeates all of hls thought and all of his action,
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so that upon esch occapion of declslon he is sble to obtaln
a speclfic directive of what 1s requlired of him. Specific
knowledge of the good 1s generally assumed to be an integral

part of our endowment for virtuous actlon.

Thus the theologlcal view of ethles lmplles an affinity
between the Individual and nature., In nature ths working of
the absolubte good 1s less apparent; its ethilecal standards
are not those that apply to human belngs. Nature also is
good, but its 'goodness' is distinct from our own and vrogeeds
according to laws that are only anslogous to those that gulde
the human race. Usually the discrepancy between the virtue
of nature and of man 1s given a purposeful explanation. The
relative moral indifference of nature is construed as the
opportunity for man to make a moral cholce. Through his a-
billty to distingulash between right and wrong, 80 1t is saild,
man distingulshes himself from animals. It is only in the
exaerclise of this freedom which other forms of 1life do not
possess that we are sald to become truly human. Only through
man's differentiation from nature doses mﬁa:b@came able %o

2arn hls own salvation,

In our awareness of ethical necessity, we are not alcne.
The whole realm of nature participates %o an appropriate ex-

tent in the ethlcal scheme of reality. This is not to say
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that all animate obJects participate in it in the same way
as does man. It is not required of each of them that they
too should act in consonance with divine law. The degree to
whlch conformance is voluntary 1s a function of the position
of each one on the moral scale. The human being alone 1s able
to transgress the injunction of the divine law. That 1is why
he holds the highest place in the scale of animate belngs.
Lower animals are sald to perform their function according to
laws similar to those that gulde man; however, they haYe no
recourse to choice. They have neither the benefit cof the
rewardk_nor are they exposed to threat of punishment. Man's
ability to ché@e 1s thought to determine for him his particular
exlstence in time. The lack of cholce determines for other
beings other types of existence.

Absolute theories of ethics contradict the common views

H\ h“-.
of modern sclentific and political 4 . Nonetheless, if

one conslders them in their appllcations they possess much
slgnificance. Even where they are explicitly rejected, they
wlll be seen to enter intoc most of the theorlies that presume
to displace them. Absolute views of ethics provide the only
explanation that satisfies the desire of each individual for
ethical significance in his actions. At the same time they

make the individual susceptible to authoritative inJunctions.
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They tend to preserve both the integrity of personality and

to sustain existing orders orf soclety, church, and state.
Indeed. 1t 1is questionable whether without absolute theories

of ethics the state as we know 1t could exist. They provide
the basis for a tranquil conservatism both in public and in
private affairs. Unfortunately they lend themselves in prac-
tice to the Justification or virtually any arrangement of human
affairs. So far as the individual human being is concerned,
absolute theories of ethics fail to live up to the promises

of divine guidance that they so confldently offer.

A sclentific view of human nature is not sympathetlc to
theological theories of ethles. Their practical personal and
soclal merits notwithstanding, they prove ultimately unfruit-
ful, because, relying upon a transcendental hence inaccessible
source of valuation, they are insensitive te human experience
and to the needs of human life, Theologlcal ethics is in-
adequate to the strict examlnation of our eénvironment upon
which science has embarked. 1Its postulates are not to be de-
rived from commonly accessible experience. For these reasons,
traditional ethics has been supplanted more and more with the
sceptical or critical theory to which we shall refer as empirical.
In contrast to the old one which grew from tradition, the new

pattern of thought seems to be derived from experlence, and



407 v-2h

to this extent the designation empirical 1is valid. Yet we

have already shown, that between the empéricism of modern
thought and the authoritarianism which 1t presumes to replace.
there is no such fundamental distinction as is usually presumed.
We have suggested that this new 'empirical' theory of ethics

1s not necessarily closer to individual experience except in

a superficial way. After all, the presumably disproved and
refected theologlcal view was also a product of some kind of
'experience,' The overwhelmlng concern with our actio? and

1ts antlcipated consequence, the religious sentiment, the post;-
late of uniformity among human minds, are all products of a
certaln quality of experience. 1In a comparable way, the sé—
called empirical theory of ethics also requires a substantial
excursion beyond what is Immediately given. Empirical theories
rely not upon that which is given to the individual in any
particular situation and at any glven moment, but they depend
as do absolute theories upon logical assumptions and intel-
lectual conventions. Empirical ethics also relies upon abt
stractions, concepts, summaries, interpretations and recon-
structions of experience. Empirical theories of ethics like
ldealistic ones, must rely upon historical rationalizations, on
conceptual syntheses and logical explanations of experience.

Ultimately, what the empirical theory presumes to show will

be no more accessible or any more susceptible to demqnstration
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than the assertions of ethlcal idealism. When we designate
empirical theorles of ethics as such we must be careful to
recognize that we neither prejudge their efficlency nor waive
our privilege to assign to 'experience' a more fundamental

definition.

The emplrical theory of ethics proceeds from the critical
analysis of its theological counterpart. When the credit of
ldeallstlic ethics 1s drawn into question, we demand that it
demonstrate the i1deals to which 1t refers and that it prove
the universality that it claims for them. The assumption of
absolute ethics that there should be one standard of virtue,
accessible and binding for all human beings, simply falls to
meet all tests of practical experience. This fact can be con-
cealed by no alternative explanatioqﬁ however devious or skill-
fully contrived they might be. Men in fact do not have ildenti-
cal ideals of virtue: they do not see eye to eye in gilven situ-
ations; thelr opinions about the good seem to differ according
to the circumstances in which they find themselves, depending
upon thelr dispositions and the accidents of their environment.
It i1s easy to disprove theologlcal theories of ethics; 1ndeed
it is difficult for any unbiased investigator not to attack
them;ofteh they seem embarraé@ng even for thelr devoted ad-

mirers to defeﬁd.
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The obJjectlions to idealistic ethics are primarily negative.
They are the result of disappointment and chagrin. The as-
sertion of empirical ethics stems primarily from the inabllity
to discover the vaunted absolute qualities of the good; it
grows from disenchantment with the dogmatic assertions of virtue
that so frequently take the place of true ethical endeavor.
Empirlcal ethics 1s often the consequence of genulne concern
for individual and soclal welfare. Whatever other advantages
an absolute theory of ethics might have, it invariably fails
tourespect both the physical and spiritual interests 05 the
individual himself and of the soclety in which he lives. Ab-
solute ethlecs 1s barren. It has neither sympathy nor remedy

for the 1individual or for the society in distress.

On first thought 1t seems reasonable and even desirable
that there should be a single unquestlionable standard of ethics
for all men, but we are quite lncapable of pointing out what sucq
a standard might be. We are distressed to note that whenever ab-
solute ethics presents itself with the detalls of its presumably
supernatural injunctions, these appear arfPtrary if not tyrannical.
At worst, this assertion of supernatural certalnty 1is made by
1ts self-appointed curators who presume to pontlficate concerning
the absolute good. Empirical ethlecs, by way of contrast, is

prepared to acdept the multlifarious standards of ethical
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behavior without criticism. The very discrepancies between
differing ethical ideals are the convinecing argument for its
valldity. Each system of ethics is thought to have its own
Justification in the social circumstances out of which it a-
rises. Ethics is recognized as a product of human soclety;

1t appears to be one of those devices that enables the indivi-
dual to cooperate constructlvely with his fellow men. Ethiecs
makes 1t possible for men to live together in society to their
mutual advantage. As such, ethics must be consldered a pro-
duct of social clrcumstance, and as society changes so do the
rules men live by. The sanctions of ethlcs, accordingly, are
never absolute, even when they appear to be so. It is likely
that a deceptive appearance serves to make ethical Injunction
‘effective. Yet ethical necessity as such does not exist, and
men deceive themselves whenever they presume to be llstening

to 1ts voice.

The fallure to recognize and account for ethical compulsion
1s the weakness of all empirical theories., They possess no
understanding for this most striking quality of ethical concern:
1ts apparent necessity. No amount of analysis, no measure of

Hae Clr‘Lb\mS’lﬁVin-
sceptlcism can obscureAthat in our thoughts and in our actions

we do 1n fact experience such a quallty of necessity. To be

sure, this necéssity 1s enigmatic and disturbing; it requires
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an explanation which theological views of ethics have been un-
able to glve except in a mythical vein. Absolute ethics does
not succeed 1in giving rational explanation of this ethical
compulsion, but whereas empirical ethics lgnores it entirely,
absolute theories make a transcendental lssue of the matter,
and attribute the cogency of ethlcs to a divine prlinciple.
Accordingly. empirical ethlcs becomes in the end not an ex-
planation of human action but a mere catalogue of customs.

The liberality implicit in such recognition of diverge?t valua-
tlons deserves pralse. Nonetheless the failure of empirical
ethics to enlighten us concerning the sources of ethical valua-

fo Hie, contra rH
tion,Aspee%@$aa%&yj

1ts explanatory effectiveness.

its denial of ethical necessity, compromlses
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The Failure of Ethical Theories

Those theorles that we have reviewed prove themselves in-
adequate to the ethical experience. They have no consistent
explanation for the compelling urge to significant and worthy
actlon. They cannot explain away the dilvergence if not in-
deed contradictions of those actions that are frequently aspired
to with equal fervor. Traditional ethlcal theories rely upon
traditional views of self and nature. They consider self to
be either an animal body, an invisible soul, or an historical
perscnallty. They accept the world as consisting of discrete
obJects in space and events in time. In precegding chapters
we have suggested the inadequacy of such constructions of
self and nature. If, then, we are confronted with antinomies
within the realm of ethics that vleld to no solution, we might
reasonably ilnquire whether their intransigence might not be
the consequence of the dubious presuppositions upon which
traditional theory relies. We may suspect that the problems
of ethical theory arise at least in part because it accepts
the rationalizations of history at face value and fails to
criticlze the world that presents 1tself to us in our concep-

Tepresentations.
tual metiemsitratiens. To be sure, these conceptual schemes

possess an Intrinsic consistency and validity of their own;

they provide a most useful and reliable basis for our thought
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in many practical circumstances, But we have no reason to
conslder that our ethical experience should be limited by
them. On the contrary, if our distinctlon between nature

and the conceptual world were correct, why should ethics be
limlited to the realm of concepts? Is it not plausible that
ethicsrﬁggé:g'phenomenon of nature Iindependent of the con-
ceptual interpretation that is but a working model for our
minds? Concelvably ethical theory will gain a new dimension
if we project 1t upon the reality of self® and nature, refus-
ing to 1limit 1t to the conceptual world. Quite possibly some
of the problems of ethics will be solved by such a projection;

almost certainly those that are not solved would appear in

an entirely different form.

Therefore we must take into account the conclusions reached
previously concerning the actuality of self, the reality of
events in time, and of objects in space. The quality of ac-
tion as we have described it is of particular significance
in its context, because it 1s action as an event that provides
the pfimary occasion for ethical Judgment. It is the event
that 1s held to be good or evil by the theological and empirical
view of ethlcs allke. The very indefiniteness of the event
as we havé described 1t must convincingly suggest the lnadequacy

of theories that uncritically rely upon it. Events are conceptual
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hypotheses, strictly speaking they are not identifliable; their
boundarles vary depending upon the point of view. Far from
being an absolute constituent of nature, the event is but a
phenomenon contingent upon our own experience; a projection
of our own consciousness into the world of reality. To the
extent that the classical definition of event should be in-
valid, ethical theory relying upon its integrity would be
compromised. Then events would be common to different human
beings only to a superficial extent. The common history up-
on which our ethical Judgments usually rely would appé;r as
conventional; the strongest support of events would be the
definitlon and the name that we assign to them. The events

established by such convention would be and contin-

gent. They would depend upon the viewpoint.

and interest of those who undertook to evaluate them. Clearly
such an historical world will never provide for events the
certalnty and the definition that they require if they are to
be the vectors of ethical value. Otherwise when we call an
event ‘*good', we would no longer be referring to the virtue

of some discrete entity in nature but only to a conventional
distinction, Under those circumstances ethical valuation
would be little more than the placing of an apparently arbi-

trary estimation upon some specific phase of our common
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interpreted world. Once we become convinced of the retative
unreality of the conceptual world, the traditional task of
ethical theory appears superfluous. At the same time, the
assertion of self and nature as entities of consciousness

will create entirely new opportunities for ethical analysis.
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Ethles and Self

The difficulties of ethical theory begin to resolve them-
selves when the self is recognized as the focus of value.
Initially such a deliberate restriction of ethical valuation
may appear incongruous. The involvement of apparently eth-
lcal considerations in questions of religion, in political
and social 1ssues, in morallity and law, the Implication of
value even in the natural world, all would seem to preclude
that ethical theory might consigstently be focused upon the
self. Such a restrictlon, however, must be understood in the
light of the reduction of our complex notions of soclety and
of world to the simple confrontation of self with nature.
Ethical considerations in religion, in soclety, in public
and private historical judgments, occur as part of a conceptual
system that may have its own rules and its own values, but
that is ultimately dependent for its meaning upon experience
as the confrontation of self and nature. We shall show that
valuation is related to self in a partlicularly direct and
compelling manner. To reduce the diverse ethical manifesta-
tions to self as their source. 1s anything but a denial of
their validity. It is merely a recognition of the fact that
our conceptual world includes even our construction of ethical
valuation, and'conversely that valuation of historical events

in no way escapes the intrinsic limitations of conceéptuallzation.
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In splte of the fact that the 'good' as the goal of ethics
appears to be outside the realm of individual experience, my
understanding of value, of action, and of the good is ultimately
always derived from my own experience. What is 'good!' will
always be seen through the individual's eyeg; the actlion that
a man welghs in hils mind will always primarily be his own.

Thus ethlical theory 1s dependent upon the integrity and deter-
minatlon of self. Indeed, the value with which ethics is con-
cerned 1s primarily value for an individual. The decisive
questlons of ethics are: 'What must I do?' 'What is ﬁy duty?!
The good is irrelevant unless it be good with respect to me.
Virtue 1is meaningless unless it be my virtue. These considera-
tlons are more than rhetorical, nor are they expressions of

an irresponsible egotism. They are reflections of the inea-
capable fact that self is the source of value. Many an occa-
sion arlses when the value that self places upon 1ts own interest
and upon 1lts own experience comes into substantial conflict with:*
public value as the conventlons of soclety appear to dictate

it. When such differences in ethical construction arise, then
self revolts against the pretended domination of its own eth-
lcal value from without and asserts its integrity as the author

of its own ethical valuation.
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Consequently 1t wilfrhot only ke plausible but even neces-
sary to postulate that consclousness or self should be the
source of ethics. Such a viewpoint glves the most consistent
and on the whole the most satisfactory interpretation of eth-
1cal phenomena. The occasions are frequent when for reasons
not entlirely clear to me I desire to do good, to act virtuously,
or, more generally, when I wish my actions to be of slgnifi-
cance. Only rarely do I look to a discipline of ethics for
speciflc guldance of my actions. Indeed, during my eq}ire
waking life I act, and the choices that conscious actlon im-
plies are without exception truly ethical, even when they ap-

pear to have negligible consequences.

Classlically the source of ethical value has been postulated
as delty. Consequently our derivation of ethical value on
the face of 1t appears to contradict tradition. Delty and
self seem to be opposite extremes, each in its own way trans-
cendental termini to a spectrum of accessible ethical phenomena.
Yet, from a different point of view, and in a very genuine sense,
deity and consciousness might well be found to have some af-
finity. They are both opposed to the conceptual schemata, to
the events and Institutions 1n which ethical valuation is pri-
marily diécerned. To say that God should be the source of eth-

1cal value 1s berhaps equivalent to saying that the source of
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ethical value cannot be found in the conceptual world. By the
same token that delty 1is transcendental to the conceptual con-
structions with which we represent the worlid to ourselves, it
ls plausible that our knowledge of him, whatever he may be,
should be lmmanent to consciousness. Because I do not find
God in nature, I assume that he lives beyond the natural world.
But this hypothesis 1s paradoxical: we have shown that what
is construed as nature is simply other than self. Perhaps as
in mathematics, a double negative here becomes an affirmation.
If I cannot dlscover deity in what 1s other than self: and if
I yet have compellling reason to assume his existence, perhaps
I ought not look for him so far away. It was the memorable
achlevement of Protestant theology to have removed the logical
and soclal apparatus separating God and man. The Protestant
reformers would not permit deity to be isolated in a conceptual
world; they demanded the rational and emctional immedliacy of
the relationship between God and man. On first thought, this !
might appear to be a question of merely theologlcal consequence.
The being of God and his relationship to the individual are cus-
tomarily consldered purely religious matters. Nonetheless, our
understanding of ethical questions will be facilitated by the
recognition that our relationship to delty is not fixed, but

1s an hypothesls, a product of our insight and understanding,

susceptlible to change. The Protestant reformation expressed
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at least in part the desire of man to be closer to deity; the
wish to eliminate the soclal and logical barriers between him
and the source of his being, barriers that perhaps:heightened
ethlcal and esthetic awareness could not tolerate. We shall
do well to meditate upon the 1lncompleteness of the solutions
brought forward by the reformers. Many of the questions that
trouble us today are a heritage of the Reformation. The defini-
tion of deity on the one hand and the distinction of delty
from self on the other, were not even recognlzed as problems
by its theorists. The reformers would have consldered lt im-
plous to inquire into the loglcal structure of our concepts

of God; they would have considered i1t unnecessary to Inquire
into the logical structure of our concepts of self. They as-
sumed that the being of man was self-evident; they considered
the belng of God beyond reason. Perhaps their limitation of
theological criticism was an error. It might be both proper
and profitable to take a further step in the analysis of the
being of both God and man. To do so would appear nothing more
than the implementation of a theologlcal analysis that was be-

gun four centuries ago.

Y
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Action as the Focus of Ethical Value

The event 1s the locus of ethical value. With this deslg-
natlon we distingulish between values pertaining to objects,
which we call esthetic and which we shall discuss in the fol.-
lowing chapter. The distinction between ethical and esthetic
value 18 not always clear. Our language conceals many uncer-
talnties of concept. When we say a man is good, or a govern-
ment 1s good, we mean a man or a government that is likely to
be the cause of good events. If we wish to deslgnate ‘the
goodness of the man or of the government in question distinct
from the events that they bring about, we contemplate a physical
or intellectual structure, and our designation 18 no longer an
ethical but an esthetic one. Events are characterized by their
relationships to one another in the stream of time. Ethical
value 1s a value that possesses temporal qualities, distinct
from esthetic value as possessing spatlal qualities. We showed R
in a previous chapter that the event that we recite as an his-
torlcal fact possesses certaln of the qualities of the immediate
present. As the event is the projection into g conceptual
world of the unitary quality of actlon, ethical value is pri-

marlly value in the present. It is the value of actlon.
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In previous chapters we demonstrated the difficulty of
assigning an unequlvocal definition to the term actlion as a
demonstrable event. As we consider action a focus of ethical
value we must keep tpese difficulties in mind. There is of
course no difficultyK%gﬁéégé examples to demonstrate the ethi-
cal quallty of action. Numerous events both legendary and
personal may be clted as instances of an action in which ethi-
cal value 1s presumed to inhere. A classical example of such
an action is the Biblical account of the conduct of the Good
Samaritan. When we review this story in the attempt t; deslig-
nate the action and its specific ethical value, we are once
agaln confronted with the fact that such 'action' is difficult
to 1solate. According to the Biblical summary, the mercy of
the Samaritan toward the wounded man extended over a period
of days, from the time that he first saw him until he left
him in the care of the innkeeper. The chronoclogy of these
actions may be recalled: The Samaritan first saw the wounded
man, thepnhad compassion on him, then went to him, bound up
his wounds, poured in them oil and wine, set him on his own
beast, brought him to an inn, and there took care of him,

Then on the following day there 1s the exchange with the inn-
keeper, the remuneration, the instructions, and the promise
of relmbursement for subsequent nursing care. This series

of events may be considered as a single act, unified by its
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purpose, the intention in the mind of the Samaritan to help
the stricken one. On the other hand, one may logically dis-
tingulsh a series of individual actions, as they are described
in the narrative, and even each of these may be further sep-
arated into numerous discrete physical motions, as we may in-
fer from the description. First the compassion, then the ap-
proach, the first ald, for exampie, may each be consldered a
dlscrete action, and each of the thoughts, each of the move-
ments of limbs comprising them likewlse deserve the name of
actlon. Because all of these motions and attitudes pr;sumably

served a single purpose and were performed with a single in-

tent, they are suitably deslgnated as a single act.

Wlith this analysis of the action of the good Samaritan we
have displayed our problem; if value belongs to any act at all,
1t belongs to this action. Yet 1t 1s not readily apparent in
what the value of the action consists: our initial nalve re-
sponse 18 to say that the value of the Samaritan's action is
in its consequence. We are told that the man whom the Samaritan
befriended had been left half dead by his attackers. We may
assume that without help he should have dled; and we may credit
the saving of a man's 1life to the Good Samaritan. This hypothesis
mlght be summarized by saylng that actions are good in propor-

tion to the value of their consequence. As soon as we state it,
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we recognize the obvious difficulties of this formulsa. it
implies that had the Samaritan's efforts been unavalling,

they should then have been devold of ethical value. Yet it

1s a matter of popular wisdom that the individual who sacri-
flces hls strength or his possessions in a cause whose success
18 doubtful, is if anything, a greater hero than he who sacri-
fices for a cause whose success 1s asgured. We conslder the
%;:‘who vallantly fights a losing battle even braver than hwm

kdm who 1s sure to win.

4

Our inability to relate the value of the action to 1its
actual consequences leads us to relate this value Instead to
the purpose or to the anticlpated consequences. On the face
of 1t, this transformation is 8imple and straightforward. Ac-
tually it introduces numerous and difficult problems into the
picture. 1In the first place, the action is reduplicated. If
an actlon occuples a certain interval in time, and if the in-
tention precedes 1t, then the intention will virtually play
the role of a prior action. The volitional process 1is in it-
self an action in the mind of the agent. We should be required
to assume that the Samaritan 'decided' or 'made up hils ming, !
when he conceived the intention, and we may ask, if the value
of the action resldes in the intention, why was the action

1tself necessary to sustain the ethlcal value under those
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circumstances? Would not the intention itself have been suf-
flcient? Nor is it at all necessary that the intention and

the actual effect of the action should colncide. For example
the washing of wounds with oil and wine may enhance their heal-
ing, but conceivably it might also retard it. The cleansing

of the wound may introduce a fatal infection. Under those
circumstances, would the good 1ntentions serve to sustain the
ethical value of a harmful action? If with the intention to
help, one does damage, 1s the action then good or 1is 1? bad?
Conversely, it is conceivable that such actions as those of

the Good Samaritan might have been performed from some ulterior
motive. What 1f the Good Samaritan had been trying to impress
some spectator not mentioned in the narrative and felgned a
goodness of heart that he actually did not possess? An action
that appears selfless and sacrificial is not always so. The
physician who answers a midnight call may have his mind more
on'the fee than on the health of his patient. How then 1s the
value of the intention to be ascertalned? If the words of the
agent are to serve as indlcators, he might readlly decelve us,
and simulate a noble motive for an ulterior one. All too
often, individuals presume to act from noble motives when a heutral
disinberested observer can see only thelr self-interest at
work. Moreover it is dublous whether an agent himself can

ever be fully cognizant of the quallty of his 1ntent;on. Ir
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the agent himself can never be sure, could any observer pre-
sume to deline hils motives wlth certainty? Our considerations
suggest that nothing certaln can be sald either about the in-
tention or about the consequence of a given action. The in-
tention seemg to be llttle more than a preceding or concurrent
Interpretation of the action. 8Since such interpretations are
frequently arbltrary and capricious, we cannot say with cer-
taintyﬂwggggay an intention 1s good or bad, whether we per-
form the action ourselves or observe it performed by another.
Likewise we cannot say at the time of the action whetﬁer 1ts
consequences wlll be good or bad. We cannot, strictly speaklng,
relate the intentlon to the actlion or the action to the ap-
parent consequence. The logical precision which appears to
lead to so absurd a conclusion will offend many a reader,
especlally 1f he himself 1s accustomed to rely upon various
approximations in dealing with such problems. It is highly
11luminating, how for example, the legal theorist resolves

the very problems whlch we have raised. It is plausible to
argue that in many cases the intention may be.inferred from
the action, and its consequinces ma;fgg anticipated with so
high a degree of certaintyrfo leave no doubt. Such assumptions
are practlcal and useful. They are, for example, the basis of

Judgment under cilvil and criminal law. -Attempts to base theories

of ethics upon them have frequently been made. Such theories
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of ethics, again, have much practical value; yet they have
never succeeded in providing the most slgnificant questions
with definite answers. It may be wise to avold approximations
and to see where the argument will lead us if we carry it

through precilsely, even when such precision seems absurd.

If the intention of the specific action cannot be determined
wlth certainty and if likewise the consequence of the specific
action 18 unclear, except in retrospect, then theories of
ethics which generalize elther concerning intention ortcon-
cerning consequences cannot satlsfactorily answer concerning
the value of the action that I am performing at this time. Thus
our analysis has precluded admission of the popular generali-
zation that holds that one must do what is good or what our
consclences demand. Nelther is 1t reasonable that we should
presume to follow a transcendental lmperative, that we should
hope to translate our action, at least potentially, into universal
law, or that we should act that the human beings among whom
we live should always be ends rather than means for our action.
We simply do not know ourselves well enough to say that the
motlve of our action is lust or love, generosity or prodigality,
greed or responsibillity. Likewise 1t 1is unreallstic to demand

neither
that our actions should serve anyonés advantage,ﬂthat of our

nor .
fellow menh our own; or that our action should add to the greatest
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benefit of the greatest number of people, or to the preserva-
tion of the species. Here agaln 1f we refuse to accept ap-
proximations, we cannot be sure what is good for ourselves,

we know much less what is good for our nelghbor; and we can-

not possibly have an inkling of what is good for the whole

world now or in times to come. Such approximations at any

rate, would be altogether inadequate to the compelling necessity

of ethlcal action.

All of these theoretical objections notwithstanding, the
Samaritan performed his action. And every day uncounted in-
dlviduals proceed 1n actions that they conslder to be good
and make many and great sacrifices for such actlons. Perhaps
weé can say nothing more convincing about the act of mercy
that the Good Samaritan performed, than that putting ourselves
indge his place we should wish to act similarly. Thils desire
does not spring from the hope of a reward either here or be-
yond. Ethlcal value exists somewhere in the dedication of the
agent to the action independent of his Intention and irrespective

of 1ts consequence.
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A Phenomenologlical Basls for Ethical Theory

Ethical thought has been of so great significance in the
life of man and of soclety that numerous ethical theories
have been worked out. These theories, the salient problems
of which we have outlined, have encountered the very same
problems that we ourselves Just now uncovered. Hence 1t might
seem reasonable to pursue the investigation wilth reference to
some of those theories. One might accept, expand, or criticize
them as the case would be. 'Presumably one would at any rate
be farther along the road to a solution than if one began
anew at the very beginning. Such theories would mirror the
problem at hand and would give at least a suggestion of a
possible solution to it. Yet, consonant with our previously
stated purpose and method, we are unable to conslider such the-
ories even in preliminary summary. Without disputing their
value, we cannot receive them as they are given. In themselves,.
without reference to experilence, they are meaningless. In
order to avall ourselves of their content, we should have to
go far beyond the explicit formulations in which they appear;
we should need to examine the presuppositions upon which they .
themselves are based, and to trace for ourselves the paths of
logic from presupposition to experience to conclusion. Such an

exerclse, 1if it were performed diligently, should be a very
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difficult one. Ultlmately the task would be redundant, since

no matter how specific traditionail theories might be, we should
yet be unable to understand them without reference to our owWn
experience, and thils experience to which we must in the end
always refer should be accessible to us even without a theory
from which to proceed. Experience 1is always only one, no

matter from which direction 1t should be approached. If ex-
perience 1s to be the basis of investigation, the most direct
approach to it shall be the most useful. The conscien?}ous
analysis of a given text will inevitably lead to the designation
of experience as its basis. Thus, we may distlinguish between
investigations that must apply to experience as their foundation,
and those other Investigations that proceed from the analysis

of some theory. Investigations that recur to experience may

be called philosophical. Investigations that rely upon concept

divided
may in turn be, distingulshed

into those that rely upon symbolic
concept, specifically those that lnvestigate a verbal or math-
ematical theorem, which may be called technical, and those which
Investigate a conceptual image which may be called scilentific,
Ultimately, all of thesge investigations are reduceable to ex-
perience. The conscientious analysis of a given text must in-
evitably lead to the designation of the experience to which it
refers. Thus, @ime and again the study of language turns into
the study of experience. Ethical experience is open to us all:

we must describe how it may be found.
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It 1s a matter of great importance to recognize that factual
representations are already theoretical. The account of the
action of the Good Samaritan is in itself theory, albeit a
very rudimentary one. It is theory in the sense that it sug-
gests to us a view of ethical circumstances in which we our-
selves are not participants. We stand, as we consider it,
outside of the pertinent action. We are #me onlookers to the
mercy of the Samaritan, to the suffering of the wounded man,
and to the cruelty of the ecclesiastics. We presume ?F be
their Jjudges. Yet however intense our theoretical concern
with the virtues or vices inherent in the actions that we ob-
serve, all our ethical Jjudgment upon these cilrcumstances de-
rives meaning and point from the implicit assumption that we
ourselves might have been in the position of responsibility.

We answer the question, "Was this action good?" by asking our-
selves "What would I have done?" "What necessity, what desire,
what purpose would have moved me if I had been passing along

that road with the Samaritan and the Leviteo"

We should like to find a less circumstantial description
of ethical valuation. It is awkward to entertain so great a
measure of indeterminancy in matters of such importance. We
would prefer to posit ethical value with the intention in the

mind of the Saharitan; we would prefer to attribute ethical
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value to the consequences of his action. It would seem pref-
erable to say that the desire or plan of the Samaritan, his
readiness to help, his desire to ald a suffering human being,
or in general the determination to bring about a more happy
state of affairs in the world should be called true ethical
value. And we do cherish such plans and such good intentions.
As a matter of fact we all entertaln them and they fulfill an
important psychological function in our lives. But they are
not action, and there 1s a gap of inestimable width between

4

the intention and the action,.

The ethical value of the Samaritan's act, then, was not

in his general attitude of sympathy toward human nature, nor
even 1n the specific intention to perform this deed. The eth-
ical value of the Samaritan's acéwfa.the ¢lrecumstance that in
passing by the side of the wounded man and recognizing the vie-
tim's plight and his own physical ability to ameliorate it, .
there was a compulsion 'not resisted Ly any other consideration,
to bend down to the dying man to aild him. Subsequently we shall

try to explain the psychological basis of this compulsion.

Perhaps our analysis wlll not prove to be so far-fetched
as 1t appears on first thought. The parable itself lends some

support to our viewpolnt. It tells not only of the virtue of
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the Samaritan, but it stigmatizes evll 1in the person of the
priest. PFrom a popular viewpoint, the robbers would be the
villains of the tale, but clearly here they are not. Thelr
actions are lrrational, impersonal, like the forces of nature,
and the parable would be unaltered 1f its victim had been
struck down by a storm. The Samaritan and the Levite are in
analogous positions: they both travel the same road, they
are Both confronted with the same sltuation, but their views
of the catastrophe are wholly different. Legally only the
robbers are guilty. The priest and the Levite break ng law,
ancient or modern. If there was evil, it 1s concealed in

the statement that the Levite looked upon him and passed by
on the other side. The parable tells us that evil is indif-
ference, blindness, absence of the compulsion to act. When
they passed by on the other side, the priest and the Levite
did no wrong; they simply failed to exercise this most sig-
nificant of opportunities to act. Perhaps we should not blame
them at all, because if they had been blind we would not have

blamed them for not seelng, and 1n a sense they were blind.

If we have succeeded 1in transforming ethical value from
an objective designation to a subJective compulsion under cir-

cumstances yet to be defined, we have reached a most useful
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point of reference. Thls assumption is valuable particularly
iﬁséfar as its application lends itself to a wide spectrum of
ethical phenomena, and inasmuch as it provides an opportunity
for ethical analysis devoid of virtually all conceptual pre-

suppositions. Ethlcal value resides in the compulsion to act.

Such action is deliberate to the extent that 1t 1is highly con-
that

sclous, but 1t 1s not voluntary in the sense iﬂthere is
no realistlic alternative for the indlvidual concerned. To be
sure, such ethically valuable acticn is thought to fit into a
framework of personal and social benefits, but as we h;ve
shown, both the premeditation upon the action and the conse-
quences of 1t are remote from the critical moment, and this
remoteness makes 1t impossible that the critical moment should

be measured by them.

The experience of valuation we call ethical in reference
to actlon; in reference to perception we call 1t esthetic. The
ethical phenomenon is the concern with this specific action.
We dissoclate such valuation from its causes and from its ef-
fects in_as_much as they are not primarily apparent to us but
must be Inferred from logical considerations. We distinguish
the value(hp the action from its consequence because this con-

sequence 1s at best uncertaln and cannot be anticipated with

assurance. It would be absurd to assume that the value of an
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action was uncertaln at the time of its performance ; 1n point

of fact, variable depending upon subsequent course of events.
The valuation of our actions at the time that we perform them

is the primary ethical phenomenon. By comparing and relating
thls phenomenon to the various rellgious, social, and natural
events and clrcumstances that appear to possess ethlcal signifi-
cance, we hope to be able to trace ethical valuation as the
expression of a fundamental propensity of human nature. If

we are successful,we should become able to provide a m?re
reascnable and effectlve basls for Judging these phenomena and

consequently for participating in them ourselves.
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The Pgychologlcal Basis of Ethical Theory

Traditional theories of ethics are grounded in a conven-
tional view of man and his relationship to nature. It was
assumed that the world consists of objects and events. Man
was thought to be such an object, and his actions were con-
strued as such events., It was assumed that he could initiate,
direct and terminate his actions at will., It was thought that
he could anticipate his actions in all details and their con-
sequences as well, that he could declde to engage 1in or refrain
from action as it seemed desirable to him. Then ethics con-
slsted in an explanatlon for the choice that he had to make.
Clearly the characteristicecs of such ethical theory are largely
determined by the psychologlcal substrate to which 1t 1is little
more than a decorative addition. If the subjacent psychology
and history were erroneous, the validity of an ethical theory
based upon igfgéuld be irreparably compromised. A more rigorous,
descriptlion of man and his relationship to nature might make

possible a far more convinecing ethical theory.

The life of each individual is constituted of innumerable
motions. From a logical point of view there is no reason why
each of them should not be designated as an action. Clearly
traditional ethical theory ignores the majority of such motions.

from

The behavior that 1s selected as action is always chosen
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a teleological polint of view. The action upon which our at-
tention falls 1is always selected with a view to its position

in the interpreted scheme of reality. The extrinsic relation-
ship of an action tc other events seems far more pertinent

to its designation than its dynamic or structursl Integrity.

We designate actions as we do primarily to express the con-
sequence of our intentions, or to designate the presumed cause
of some circumstance in which we take an interest. When we
speak of actions such as saving a man's 1life or conversely,
taking 1t; feeding a starving child, or depriving it of }ood,
we surely do not speak of simple movements, but in each case we
mean a multlitude of individual and individually demonstrable
motions. They may endure or they may recur over a period of
minutes, hours, weeks or even years. And it is nonetheless
piausible for us to refer to them as slngle actions. The many
wlcked deeds that are punishable by law provide another telling
example. Consider actlons such as treason, fraud, or embezzle-
ment; all of these commonly extend over a prolonged period of
time. Note also that our designation of all these actlons is
an implication of their actual or anticlipated effects, not
particularly of the motions themselves. Accordingly, the praise
or bilame which we attach to any action is already predetermined
in 1ts definition. Thus usually the explicit valuation of an

actlion 1s a redundant exercise. Valuation already entered into
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its selection and descriptlon as an act. Conversely, there is
no distinet 'action' apart from the valuation that distingulshes
it, separating this set of motions from the many other indifferent

and obscure movements of body and excitations of ming.

More dubious even than the mechanical definitlon of zction
1s the attempt to define will as the cause of the act. We are
accustomed to aseume that virtually all our conscious actions
are under the control of our will. When actlons are successful,
then will as the determination that brought them to frultion
receives pralse; when our actions are deterimental, the will like-
wigse, either by its strength as the determinant of the action,
or by its weakness for the fallure to hinder it, receives the
blame. But, rather than slmplifying matters, this logical con-
vention produces a curious duplication. For if the deed done
18 an action and is caused by specific will, then will itself
must be construed as the prior action, which, as 1t were, would |
be the cause of the ensulng act. Thus we would have to hypothe-
size a chaln of separate acts of will preceding the single
efferent deed. Would such a chain not of necessity prove end-
less? If will is of itself action, would not will require to
be willed? That does not solve the problems buf only multi-~
plies theﬁ, or perhaps conceals them in words. For if the source

of the ultimate and most conspicuous act remains mysterious,
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would not the source of prior actions remain even more lnscrutable?
The same problems of explalning the cause of the final action
attend also the explanation of the will that presumably motivated
it. If will 18 an integral and effective disposition of the
self, 1n what way is 1t different from an action? But if 1t

is not integral, or if 1t 1is not effective, then is not its
proposition superfluous? If will 1s a separate actlon, then

the same questions that I ask about the final action must also

be asked about will, and the duplication would be proJjected in-
numerable times into the past. What is significant abgut the
term will is the implication that an action should originate

from within our being. To say that we 'will' an actlon is to
assert that we should be the 'causde' of the action, that we
determine that action and are responsible for it. Here a-

rises the apparent problem that is commonly referred to as

the questlon about free will. Whenever we are consclous of

an actlon, we thereby assume that we act willingiy. We be- )
lieve ourselves to be the authors of the action, responsible

for 1t, and conversely we assume that the actlon is dependent
upon ocur intentions. We actually identify our existence at

the moment with the action that fills that moment. This re-
lationship will become more vivid, when one considers the
situation if ip were otherwlse. Suppose you were not responsible

for your action and the action were not dependent upon you.
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What then would you be? Whereln would lie the actuality of
your exlstence? The action would be yours and yet not yours.
You should literally become dissipated in the numsrous situa-
tions and onto the various obJects 3;;;hich the actlons take
place. Whenever ong's action comes to mind, one cannot avoid
the assumpitlon that he 1s responsible for it and that it ex-
presses hils belng. With this explanation of will and thls
identification of will with the act, we have arrived at a
description of ethical experlence; and thils ethical experi-
.

ence, 1f we are correct, must be the focus of any ethical

investigation.
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The Ethical Moment

We revliew once more the characteristics of the ethical
moment. The time 1s the present; the protagonist am I; the
decision, the burden, and the sacrifice are mine, and it seems
to me now, that the reward shall also be mine. It is impos-
sible to consider the ethical moment in the third person. Tt
1s irrelevant to ask what someone else will do, how he will
recognlze his responsibility‘how he will seiie the occasion.
All attempts to understand the ethical present as probiems
for ‘@W%Athird person will fail to do Justlce to its intimacy
and to 1ts urgency. They will give nothing but a caricature
of the ethical moment. Elther their conclusions will be ob-
Jectively consistent, then they will fail to reflect the des-
parate compulsion of the instant. Otherwise, they wlll intro-
duce Into a presumably objective description elements of sub-
Jectivity, which though they may seem to do justice to the
quality of the ethical moment, will nonetheless as subJective
intrusions in an obJective description remain highly vulnerable

to ceriticism and will be readily refuted.

The ethlcal moment requires me to act. It will not be
fuifilled by my mere recognition or acqulescence to events.

It will not be satisfied by my pralse or my blame nor by my
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intellectusl comprehension of an historical circumstance., The
ethical moment requires my active involvement in the situation
that I recognize., This 13 not to say that physical motion is
required; 1in the ethilcal sense I may 'act', for example, while
yet 'doing nothing'. The significance of the ethical action
18 not the change that it produces in the objective world but
the realization that 1t creates for the self. Many actlons
are vain and ineffective, but all actions are expressive of
self. Thus, we may consider the ethical actlion not a transi-
tive motion, but the mere disposition of the self in f;al, or
present time. I am aware of the present as the matrix for my
ablility to act, and to the extent of this awareness I do act.
My awareness of the potentlality of action 1n the present im-
plles the actuality of that action. If I am aware of myself
in the present, then even that which I fail to do, by virtue
of my ompfission, becomes action. These definitions remove
many of the uncertainties with which our understanding of

action has become encrusted.

When the self 1s identified with consciousness, then clearly
what we are and what we are not 1s intimately dependent upon
this present moment. Although we may reasonably anticipate
the futufe with its 1nevitable alterations, and although we

remember the past as being distinct and different from the
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present, yet future and past are relatively less real to us

than 1s the present. It 1s true: future and past are power-

ful 1nfluences towards the relativization of value. But al-
though as future and as past they mathematically exhaust the
present, leaving it as the insubstantial division between

them, they cannot exhaust this present empirically. Similarly
value, though logically relative, must be recognized as belng
emplrically absolute. What I am at this moment is all that I

am empirically; my value, the valuation of self at this moment,
is theraluation that consciousness establishes for 1£;elf

It is the valuation that consciousness is forced to accept

from the circumstances to which it is subordinate. Consequently,
there is a limited Justification for the absolute interpreta-
tion of value, although such absolute interpretation of value
has been over-extended. It has been forgotten that value is
contingent upon immediate, present, conscious experience. Ac-
cordingly, ever since the time of Plato, attempts have been
made to establish for value a position in the temporal and
spatial proJections of experlence, i.e. in the physical world.
Such attempts create many problems; they never succeed, but
1t is erroneocus to deduce from thelr fallure the fallibility

attewm phed
of valuation in general. Those thinkers who & £ to find

historical and physical instances of value could not but be

impressed by this fallure. Those, on the other hand, who were
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more aware of the primacy of the empirical present, the poets,
the artists, the musicians, were on the one hand unable to
escape the hypothesis of an absclute value, and likewise un-
able to escape the temptation of postulating it as physically

real.

The ethical moment 1tself implies a value. This value be-
comes expllclt in the present only, never as a derivative of
circumstances surrounding the action nor as a projection from
some remcte constellation of events or of objects. The«value
of the ethical moment appears to reslde within the action 1t-
self. In particular, the value of the action is the value of
the individual performing 1t. At the moment of action the
value of 1t becomes identical with the value of self. In the
moment of performance, the self is exhausted by 1lts action.
The consciousness of sgelf is utterly dependent upon the action.
In other words, what T am in this present moment, I am only
in this actlon. 1In comparison with this action the memory of
what I have been and the anticipation of what I hope to be are
empty and vain., This action is supremely valuable to me be-

cause at this moment the action is all that I amn.

This construction of ethical value applies fittingly to

the parable of the Good Samaritan.
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To be sure, ethically valuable action is frequently di-
rected toward a goal historically determined. I act not only
in the consclousness of the present moment, but also in memory
of the past and 1n anticlpation of the future. I act in CcCog~
nizance of the historical significance and of the potential
effectlveness of my deed. This awareness 1s the bridge between
the subjJective necesslty of action and the objective, cir-
cumstantial desirability of the goal that even now remainé
conceptual. This bridge between the momentary consciqysness
of self and the logical conceptual interpretation of world
is a very real, and oftegimes a very problematic link between
these not always harmonious faculties of self. It does not
refute our argument to recognize that our ethical actions are
in fact directed toward specific goals in history. The variability
and the haphazard contingencies of these goals is rather a proof
of our theory. We may now reinterpret our desire for virtue,
our love of the good, as the necessity of the self to assert
itself: to become real in the present of consciousness. That
1s why at the moment of action, the greater its ethical value
the more concentrated the consciousness of self. At the moment
of ethical action self 1s nothing if not the fulfillment of

this particular deed.
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Historical Valuation and the Ethical Moment

The prece#ding analysis of ethical valuation was primarily
a critical process. It stripped ethical value of its conceptual
disgulise; 1t removed from ethical valuation all that was trivial,
haphazard, and unreliable. It left us with a definition of
ethical value of whose universality, reliability, and power
we may be confident. Yet for its very precislon, this definition
will'appear abstract and empty; having invented it, our task
1s now to relate it to the historical clrcumstances and particu-
lars of traditional ethical value. 1In all our emphasis upon
consclousness and the immediate action as the sole valld ex-
presslon of self, we seemed to ignore that we are yet deeply
and extenslvely involved in a conceptual world, and that our
understanding of ourselves and of nature remains a conceptual
one. Thus the second part of the theory of ethics must be the
description of the relationship between ethical valuation and

the conceptual world.

We have seen that the absolute quality of ethical determina-
tion has, from the time of Plato, been projected intoc an ob-
Jective framework of reference. Thils 1s the interpretation
that we chose to glve to the Platonic ideas, Their divinity,

thelr power, their universality are the attempts to introduce
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into the conceptual world the compelling power of the consclous-
ness of self. The conviction that they carry is evidence of

the genulne source from which they are derived. Yet the method
of their derivation, this poetic transference of subjective
necessity into a presumed objective conceptual cosmos is loglcally
illegitimate; 1t has become the source of great confusion.

Ideal value is convincing only when the value is general. The
ldeals are sustained so long as they remain non-specific. If

we are correct in our assertion that the subjective ethical
necessity 1s never qualitatively determined, that it néver in-
structs us to perform one action rather than another, that it
contains within it no intrinsic directives or goals, then the
particular instructions which ethical ideals presume to give
must be surreptitiously obtalined elsewhere,. Actually ethical
ldealization always remains approximate. All attempts to de-
rive speciflc ethical instructions, as we shall show, either
retailn a large measure of ambiguity or become quickliy impractical.
We are confronted with a complex of ethical and pseudoethical
directives that order our lives in the smallest as in the most
significant matters. These lnstructions arise from literary,
social, and political traditions; frequently they claim for

themselves divine origin and sanction. The individuals who



48 v-65

elaborate and propagate such instructions are themselves not
aware of the origin or implication of their legislation. They
themselves cannot Justify their instructions and nelther can

history.

It becomes permissible, however, to attempt to discover
& pattern for the conceptual goals that are posited as the
purposes of human endeavor. Such a pattern would remain en-
tirely within the realm of concepts. Even though concepts
that are 11licit substitutions of reality decelve and disap-
point us 1in our ethical aspirations, nonetheless concepts are
also themselves products of thought, and as we shall show
they are able to reflect the fundamental problems that arise
for the individual in the course of his continuing confronta-
tion with reality. We might consider, for example the pre-
servation of human life to be a sultable ethical directive,
or the prevention of pain and suffering, or the advancement
of sclentiflc, technical, cultural, and intellectual goals,
In another place we shall find occasion to describe some of
these ethical ends, to analyze the influence which the struc-
fure of consclcusness has upon their formulation. Yet this
much might now be sald: they are not unequivocal; they harbor
uncertainties and contraditions, and in no case can they be

blindly relied 'upon to provide a valid ethic for the 1individual
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at the point of decision. They are always general; they are
always conceptual. The transference of concept to experience
or as 1t is often phrased, the application of generalizations
to the concrete Instance, 1s always problematic. Indeed, the
difficulties of application are ultimately explanatory of the
1nadequacy of such general formulas. All that is necessary
at this polnt, however, is to recognize that ethical consclous-
ness does not directly provide specific imperatives, and that
their unqualified ldentification with ethlcal value is mis-
leading. 1In other words, ethical value demands not thét we
primarily accomplish a certain task; it insists that we act

vigorously and validly, the particular task at hand being but

a devlce whereby consclousness accomplishes its realization.

It is one thing to act in the present under the pressure
of ethical necesslty. Tt is qulte another to reflect upon
past action with pralse or condemnation. It 1s one thing to
anticipate an action in the future, another to achleve it in
the present. It is even more precarious to Judge the past ac-
tions of others, whether in the face of their own denial or
on the strength of thelr own confession, whether from personal

observation and memory or from the hearsay of a chaln of inter-
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mediaries. When we attempt to Judge our own past actions or
to evaluate future ones, we make a transition between twoe modes
of time. We presume that the deed to be scrutinized were of
the immedlate present. Yet such transference remains hypothe-
thical: nelither the past nor the future can be conjured into
the reality of the here and now. The recollection or anticl-
pation of the primary ethical value of events is indeed a dif-

ficult, 1f not an impossible task.

It goes without saying that we never act in a vacuum. When-
ever we act, we rely upon an historlcal framework to guide us.
Ethical consciousness impells us to action, but the particular
goal toward which our actions should aim is provided by the
conceptual system of our knowledge. Whenever we are roused to
action, our cognitive faculties place before us a target upon
which the energies of ethical determination can spend themselves.
The circumstances and the rules of this substitution are not
entirely clear to us. In part they seem to be derived from
differentiations of primary ethical consciousness; in part they
seem to be the expression of a preconceived historical interpretation
of our world. But in any case, the conceptual framework within
which we act only provides the stage and the opportunity: the
energy of.action 18 subjective. For these reasons, the judg-

ment that we méy pass upon our own actions either in retrospect
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or in antlecipation can never be adequate to them. And if our
own judgment cannot be adeqguate to our own actions, even less

wlll it do Justice to those of others.

Historical Judgments, for whatever they may be worth, in-
variably require the surreptitious substitution of the con-
sciousnegs of self 1n the historical framework. When we Judge
our own actions, we project our consciousness into the paat or
Into the future. When we Judge the actions of another person,
we assume that he in thelr performance experlenced comscious-
ness analogous to our own. To some extent, such a projection
of our own consclousness of self will always be appropriate.

To the extent that the agent possesses some similarity to the
crlitlie, such a projection is meaningful. As I propose to judge
individuals who are progressively more different from me, this'
ldentiflcation becomes less and less meaningful, until my Jjudg-
mentg of action@by a man of a distant culture is almost entirely
vain. It goes without saying that it is impossible for me

to Jjudge the 'deeds' of animals or the motions of inanimate
objects. The wind's blowing or the thunder of the sea are
nelther good nor bad. Likewise 1t is Incongruous to attempt

to attribute ethical value to the actions of groups of human
beings, of soclety as a whole, of partnerships, clubs, corpora-

tions, or govefnments. The legal fiction that attributes
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personality to such instlitutions is unable to endow them with
consclousness. For this reason, thelr deeds are never expres-
slve of ethical necessity, and it iz meaningless to attribute

to them ethlcal value.

While we Judge actions whose circumstances are familiar
to us as 1f they were our own, consldering them to be expres-
sions of ethical consclousness, those actions which are remote
we conslder as events and evaluate them as part of the larger
hlstorical system. Thus we may distingulsh between the his-
torical and the ethical value of an action. For example, we

may recognize the herolsm of the soldier's act in battle, yet

we may find it useless, i w or we may even consider the

ultimate historical effect of that act to be unfortunate. From

a more remote viewpolint ethical valuation disappears completely,
and the actlon then becomes a mere incident in a historical
narrative. Then we value the action in an entirely different
manner, merely according to its relative position in the his-
torlcal scheme. It 1s our contention that such valuation is
essentially esthetic. The element of time has become schematized,

and the event has taken on the properties of a conceptual cbject.

We must now state explicitly what the preceding analysis
Impllies: there 1s a major discrepancy between historical valua-

tion and ethical experience. Frequently ethical actions do
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take place in a significant historical context. Always we

would like our actions to have historical consequence. The
hero, for example, wishes that hls deed should win the war;

the scientist wants his discovery to change the course of
scientiflic study; the author wishes hls book to become a land-
mark in the history of thought. Most of our actlons, of course,
cannot fulfill a role even approaching such significance. But,
nonetheless, we desire that our actions should have some hig-
torical Importance. This historical importance depend? upon

the frame of reference which, as we have suggested, is largely
determined by our particular interests. Nothing that man has
ever done, and concelvably nothing that man will ever do will

be of any significance whatsoever within the ultimate dimensions
of our cognitive framework. The valuation of the present dis-
parages the historical imagination; conversely historical con-
structions belittle the present. Ethlcal Judgments fit poorly
upon actions and events remote from us; as we have noted, such
events obtain not an ethical but what 1s essentlally an esthetic
valuation. Events that are remote from us have become conceptual -
ized to such an extent that they are no longer suitable for ethl-
cal valuation. The conflict between ethical and esthetic value

never arises.
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The Realization of Ethical Consciousness

The theory of ethical value that we have outlined is more
than a self-sufficient logical scheme. It may be applied to
common experience, and 1t will be found to provide a better
explanation for the phenomena encountered than did other theories.
The action of the hero is convincingly explained. 1In fact, the
heroic actlon is the pre-eminent example of ethical conscious-
ness fulfilled. From that action we may obtaln a vivid and
convincing demonstration of the power of ethical conscilousness.
The herolc deed demonstrates clearly the fact that the entire
value of self depends upon the present moment. Normally a man
has an historical view of himself. He values himself, perhaps
on account of hls ancestry, perhaps because of his place of
birth, his relatives, his assoclates, hls occupation, his pro-
fesslonal achievements or his country. Or he may flatter himself
with some past accomplishment of his own, on account of the wealtp
that he has accumulated, or the fame that he has gained, or on
account of the influence that he has exercised upon his fellow
men. Agaln he may value himself with a view to the future.

He may look forward to accomplishments not yet attained. 1If
he nourishes very lofty standards for himself, he may esteem
himself only as the potential victor of his ambitions. And

1f he is ambitlous enough, he may even presume to set his
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value 1n relation to the Jjudgment that his fellow men will
pags on him after death. In practice, most men entertain

a mlixture of such sources of self--valuation.

Contradictory to all such conventional sources of self-
esteem 1s the attlfude of a man of heroic stature at the moment
of hls heroism. Now he is oblivious and disdainful of the
gifts of times past and of the promises of the future. For
all that he has done untll now seems insignificant to him;
his claims to honor for past deeds seem trivial. His whole
concern is with the present. His life, hils existence as a
person, derives meaning only from this deed that he 1is doing.
He says to himself: I am nothing if I be not the one to do
this deed. Such a Jjudgment 1s the implication of his exertion,
because there is nothing dear to him that he is not willing

to sacrifice, neither money nor health nor life itself.

The herolc actlon always takes place within an historical
framework. The action has some purpose, some practical con-
sequences. But the sacrifice that the hero is willing to make
is. from any historical point of view always disproportionate
td the gain that he personally may hope from it. He demonstrates
to us by his attitude that life is meaningful to him only in the

performance of this present deed, only in the fulfillment of
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thisg precariocus, precious opportunity. The significance of

the heroic act 1s frequently misunderstood because of the
practical impossiblility of persisting in the herolc attitude.

The oppertunity for hercism 1s not perpetusl. Man is not made
always to be a hero; but the structure of his consciousness be-
comes apparent when the opportunity for herolsm presents 1itself to
him and when he proves himself capable of seizing 1t, Perhaps we
honor the hero not so much for what he himself has done, but for
the demonstration that he has given us of the true quality of
human nature. The herolism of the deed is ephemeral. it will not
be preserved, and as a consequence there is in the honor bestowed
upon a2 hero always an element of ircny and futility. If nerocism
implies a disdaln of history, then history, although it holds

In store fame for the hero, yet unmakes him. The fame that 1t
bestows 1s a poor substitute for the liberty of the heroic mo-
ment that It takes away. In the authentic sense, a man ig hero
only in the moment of action. Perhaps only thelr herolsm is
immortal who fall to survive it. The others, who return home

from battle, soon become indistinguishable from the rest of men.

In common parlance, herclsm 1s often equated with duty. It
Is said of the hero that he 'merely performed his duty,' but this
equation Implles a misunderstanding. Actually herolsm and duty

are quite diSpérate. The h@¢r acts pursuant to a determination
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within him, according to a unique intersectlion of his own life
finguler
with history. The hero's action fulfills a ugique opportunity
In his life,and the occaslon for 1t is fleetlng; the dutiful
action, on the other hand, 1s always in season and is always
required. The need for performing one's duty ends only with
death. The historical determinant of dutiful action is the
law., As we have already suggested, law appears as the in-
strument by which sovereignty 1is transferred from the individual
to the state or to the community. We recognize now in the
majesty and the eternlty of law the compensation to thk in-
dividual for the abandonment of his own sovereignty and in-
dependence of action. By conforming to law, the individual
makes himself in all his evanescent strength a portion of an
eternal order. The circumstances of dutiful action imply
that it is continuous; 1ts obligations are not fulfilled by
any slngie action. The law demands continulng obedience and

sacrifice.

The discrepancy between the need of self to assert itself
in action and the incongruity of action in any historical frame-
work is resolved, at least in a superficial manner, through the
interpretation of action as a symbol. When we act symbolically

we attribute a greatly magnifiled implication to an otherwise
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insignificant action. This aggrandizement of our powers mag-
nifles the meaning of the simple act. The numerous ceremonial
rites of the churches are prominent examples of symbollc ac-
tion. No less telling, however, are the secular ceremonies

of everyday life. The handshake, the oath, the signature are
all symbollc actlons designed to compensate for the evanescence
of the acts themselves, for their intrinsic inability to com-
prehend more than a single instant in time. For some symbolic
actlons the indlvidual involved sets the significance of the
symbolism. In other cases, as in the symbolism of lanéuage,

a specific example of which is the power of signature, con-
ventlon dictates a prescribed interpretation of the act. Thus,
symbollic actions make possible for us a vast enlargement of the
sphere of our lnfluence. By pretending to raise us above the
frailty of momentary activity, they give at least a moderate
satlsfaction to the demand of ethical consciousness. It will be
noted that this satisfactlion 1s given through a set of con-
ventions that expliclitly confirms and strengthens the conceptual

implications of our thought.

Ethical consclousness is no mere logical postulate that
sustains a clever theory; it is a faculty of the human mind,
analogous for example to its powers of vision, of speech, or

of conceptualization. This fact will become more convincing
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if we review some of the well-known pathological deviations

of ethical consclousness. We recognize qualitative and quanti-
tatlive alterations of ethical consciousness, which shall be
examined in turn. They will shed more 1light on our analysis

of ethics.

Our hypothesis of ethical consclousness and its implications
wlll become more lucid when we describe some of the pathological
aberrations to which that consclousness 1s susceptible. We may
consider two qualitative changes of ethical consciousness: the
hypertrophy of ethical consciousness, a condition frequently
called obsessive-compulsive. The absence or weakness of ethical
consciousness is called psychopathic, a non-descriptive term which
most psychlatrists consider unsatisfactory. Quantitative changes
in ethical consciousness may be illustrated by the hyperactivity

and the lethargy of manic-depressive 1llness.

It is generally agreed that obsessive-compulsive behavior
1s related to the normal performance of duty and the fulfillment
of ordinary tasks as an unhealthy excess. Not uncommonly a
psychlatrist criticizes as pathologlcal what the ordinary man
considers a Justifiable emphasis on such homely virtues as
neatness and cleanliness. 1In this particular area psychiatrists

find 1t difficylt to draw the llne between health and disease.



460 v-177

The Jjudgment of each indilvidual example will depend largely

upon the social environment in which an activity 1s exercised.

1t will depend also upon the effectiveness, purpose and use-
M s¥omces

fulness of the activity in question. Mild of obsessive-

compulsive behavlor are quite common. An example 1s provided
by the circumstances of a woman who 1s continually cleaning
her house, even though she has no reason to expect it to be
dirty and even though her repeated action makes no evident
improvement in the condition of the house. She repeatf her
cleaning not in order to attain any practical goal, because

the cleanliness of the house has already been achieved. Per-
haps we may say that her satisfaction with herself as a human
being falters except she be at this4time performing this task.
Undoubtedly cleanliness has significant ethical and esthetic
implications for her, and 1t 1s likely that they determine

the direction of the compulsive interest. Yet at the same
time the evident absence of practical value of her actions
makes 1t Impossible to explain them so simply. This task is
on her mind. ©She may remember having performed 1t in the past;
she may anticipate performing it in the future; yet the rational
inference that the task has been adequately fulfilled and that
1t may later be repeated on a sultable occasion do not satisfy

her. The conceptual assurance that the house has been cleaned
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in the past and may again be cleaned in the future, the logilc
of memory and anticipation, have become too weak to sustain
her confidence in herself at this moment. Hence she must
constantly repeat the same action. She proceeds as if it

were necessary to prove that she was herself, as if she were
able to discover herself only in this action. The slgnificance
that this action possesses for her becomes more dramatically
apparent 1f she were prevented from engaging in the compuléive
activity. She might then become restless and dissatisfied,
perhaps even depressed. The 1nability to accomplish the de-
sired task would represent the deprivation of a major source
of pleasure and satisfaction. To the extent of that depriva-

tion, perscnality itself would appear to have been injured.

The obsessive-compulsive action appears symbolic rather
than practical. Probably one of the best criteria for measur-
Ing the degree of abnormallty of such an action is to estimate
1ts practical effectiveness. So long as house-cleaning serves
to maintain the house clean and orderly, one hesitates to call
1t pathological; as 1t loses 1ts practical value and becomes
more and more symbolic, it can no longer be called normal. The
standards of cleanliness in different societies vary, and like-
wise the amount of time and labor that 1s considered suitable

to such a task. What is normal in one environment may well
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be considered pathological in another. For these reasons,
no rigid distinction between normal and abnormal will be con-

sistent.

The more severe obsessive-ccmpulsive hablts must be con-
sidered pathological by anyone's definition. Such compulsions
may take the form of the patients irrepressible desire to touch
some part of hls body, such as the chin or the ear, or to
touch some obJject in the room each time he passes 1t, a chair
for example or a door. These activities have apparently lost
all purposeful content. They may still be called symbollc,
provided that the symbollsm is accepted as irrational, 1ts
meaning, if any, burled in the confusion of the patient's con-
ceptual world. In its appearance, such a compulsgive action
1s nothlng more than a physical motion; the compulsion is the
determination of the individual to perform 1t. Usually, com-
munication falls and insight has become dimmed, and very few
such patlents are able to explaln their strange behavior. These
compulsive actions have become part of the personality; they
may be understood as perversions of the ethical experience
already described. The occasion for ethlcal compulsion has
become trivial, purely formal. No longer 1s there a purposeful
relationship to historical reality as in the healthy ethical

action. The patient now acts as if there were literally nothing
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else for him to do: the self has intimations of its weakness.
Perhaps these purposeless gestures may best be understceod as

the efforts of a diseased self to Sustain 1ts integrity.

The so-called psychopathic personality exhibits an entirely
different sort of disturbance of ethical action. Psychopathic
patients have no concept of duty or of responsibility; they can-
not be taught. Usually they act on the spur of the moment,
capriciously, without consclence. Their dlsregard of precedent
and consequence makes some of their actions appear herslc.

The distinction between courage and rashness has been an eth-
ical problem from Plato's day. But courage implles responsi-
bility, and the psychopathic mind is notoriously irresponsible.
To such a person it matters llttle what he does or what he fails
to do. He takes little thought of his own weLITare, even for
his own life, other than for the satisfaction of momentary im-
pulses and desires. He lacks the constancy of self to restrain
hls whims. Unable to imagine his own discomfort at a future
time, he has little fear. Punishment falls to direct his thought
to past errors. He 18 unable to recognize moments of declsion,
because the responsiblility of decision is meaningless. Thus
such an individual is incapable of benefiting from punishment.
Usually it'fails to ameliorate his disease; frequently it ag-

gravates it.
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This descriptlion of the psychopathic personallty suggests
that ethical consclousness may be a faculty of mind which on
occasion falls to develcp fully. If ethical consclousness §
gives meaning to action, then here are examples of mlnds for
whom action has no personal meaning. For this reason the us-
ual methods of education and correctlon are of no avail. The
psychopathlie 1lndividual 1s able to live with a very shallow
consclousness of himself. To be sure, he possesses a rudi-
mentary conceptual knowledge of himself as a person: like
most of us he knows hls name and carries a summary biographical
sketch of himself 1in his mind. Yet this recognition of himself
as an hilstorical person is quite feeble and is incapable of
resisting the suggestlive stimull of a glven occasion. He is
unable to accoﬁﬁdate himself to the soclal order. The injunc-
fions of soclety find him deaf. For thls reason he 1s able
to commlt crimes, even of the most vieclous sort, merely because
the occaslion presents itself. He will steal for the delight
of stealing, he will rob for the pleasure of robbing, he will
kill for the thrill of killing. All these actions seem qulte
irrelevant to hils selfhood. He has no consclence; he knows no
gullt; he has no regrets. He does not require virtue to sustain
him as a human being, nor does viciousness shame him. It is
difficult to realize how greatly the péychopathic experience

of self differs from that of the healthy mind.
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The compulsive and the psychopathic personallty may be taken
to represent guallitative alteratlions of ethlcal consclousness,
By contrast, the disease called manic-depressive represents
a quantitative aberration of the ethical conscicusness of self.
The compulsive patient is occupied with the performance of a
more or less empty act as evidence of the persistence and in-
tegrity of the self. His action assumes greater and greater
importance as the integrity of self wanes. It is as if the
validity of self required the symbollc action to sustain it.
The relatlonship of the manic individual to his action‘is al-
together different. In him the ethical consciousness of self
1s so over-bearing that he is not at all dependent upon any
of his actions. His many deeds are scattered about like frag-
ments of an overly rich and powerful personality. His actions,
like the blossoms of the tree, far from sapping 1ts strength,
only bear witness to its might. For the artist and the poet
a period of manic activity may be nighly productive; many a
noctable work of art has been conceived and produced in such a
state of mind. There 1s then a sharpening of the perceptive
powers, a quickening of thought, an increased readiness and
sureness of action. Given favorable circumstances, all that
1s profltable and productive in mental activity will then be
augmented. And thls profusion of his productive power and the

attendant expansion of self may make the 1ndividual immensely
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happy. The happlness of manic productivity is incomparable to
all other gratifilcatlons. There 1s a vivid contrast with the
drudgery of duty; there is here no sacrifice. In contrast to

the agony of the heroic decislion, there iIs no uncertainty.

To the creative mind 1t seems as if the preparation of weeks

or months had suddenly begun to bear fruit. Manlc 1llness

may occur also in patients who have no creative outlet for

thelir hyperactive activity. Such patients are usually physically
overactive, quick-wltted and garrulous. Thelr words are trivial:
thelr actlons, conventlonal and superfluous. The need‘for motion
and expression frequently exceeds the limited conventions of be-
havior, and the individual then becomes argumentative, quarrel-
some, abuslve, and even viocient. Manic behavior also illustrates
that self requlres action for its fulflllment. Such action may
not always give satisfaction and pleasure, yet it is a necessary

expression of the conscliousness of self.

Alternating with manla and in many ways di@metrically op-
posed to 1t 18 depresslon. As the manlc patient 1s rich, the
depressed one 1s poor; where one radiates confidence, the
other shrinks apprehensively in contemplation of the virtual
nothingness of his being. Perhaps the depressed state should
be construed as an intuitive recognition of the vanity of self.

In this depression of activity, the self recognizes itself
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as the shadow of activity. The self that 1s no longer able

to act is a self that virtually ceases to exist as an integral
being. As activity diminishes, self-esteem withers. When ac-
tion falls, the integrity of self collapses. Probably a minimum
of action is requisite to sustaln the integrity of self. If
depression deepens to the point where meaningful action ceases,
the patient literally does not know himself any more, and
significant disturbances of i1dea and reference ensue. The
abllity to act 1is the necessary prerequisite for the maintenance
of consciousness and self. That self might be destroyéd by

a mere paralysis of its activity is a most convincing argument

to support the proposed psychology of ethics.
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The Injunctions of Ethiecal Consciousness

To this polnt we have been concerned solely with the ap-
parent subjective necessity of action. Ethical valuation in
general would be derived from this necesslty, but we have
sald nothing about the qualitles of the action to which our
valuation 1s conjoined. Consciousness 1s not blind, and it
does not commit its efforts at random. We have tried to show
how action 1s indispensable to the integrity of self, and that
the concern with action is the source of ethical valuatdon.
The advantage of keeping such an hypothesls formal 1s the
resuitant freedom from specific parochial interests, an almost

oncern
universal applicability of ethical ,imbes

gt to the most di-

vergent purposes, and its freedom from the particular ethical
ldeals of a given historical epoch. If we have succeeded in
this task, we have shown that ethical valuation may be explained
formally purely as a phenomenon of human nature, and that dis-
crepancles and contradictions of ethical ideals do not com-

promise thelr power or effectiveness.

We may now take a further step and attempt to analyze some
of the actually prevalent ethical injunctions. Such injunctions
vary widely 1in content and direction. They will largely ex-
press the partipular needs of the societles and individuals

who Invent them. And as these requirements change, so will



the injunctlons. On the other hand, the needs of individuals
and socletlies alike will reflect particular situations in
which they find themselves only to a degree; they will also
continue to reflect basic qualities of human nature and funda-
mental needs of the structure of self. Thus the uniformity

of ethical injunctions is not entirely haphazard. It need not
be construed entirely as reflecting an external determination.

One vaa .
.Eﬁw&swggﬁeéb&e te- trace the qualities of ethical consciousness

yet more specifically into the particular commands in which
L)

ethical consciousness asserts itself,

The consciousness of self that seeks realization in action
1s differentiated into numerous specific Injunctions. We may
concelve of the system of these inJunctlions as a hierarchy
of commands that as they become more specific become also
more dependent upon the practical situation to which they
correspond. By the same token, the more general such in- i
Junctlions are, the more they will reflect the ultimate qualities
of ethical consciousness that controls them. The number of
ethical injunctions is virtually infinite. Whenever a human
belng acts in the name of law, conscience, or the good, some
specific ethical injunction must be assumed to have been ful-
filled. in theory each of these injunctions, even the most

specific one mlght be derived from the differentlation of the
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primary ethical funetion with respect to the particular vari-
able 1n question. In practice, such differentlation 1s dirf-
ficult if not impossible. The purpose and the sanction of
the Injunction are almost always immanent to the formula in
which it 1s expressed. On the other hand, it may well be of
considerable interest to attempt to distingulsh some of the
more general and apparently universal of ethical InJunctions,
1f only because thelr differentiation from the primary con-
sclousness of self is often inapparent, and their seem{ng
universallity and wide dlssemination give an inappropriate
1llusion of independence. We shall discuss four such dif-
ferentiatlions: 1) Ethical injunction as the assertion of
delty, 2) as the transference of subjectivity, 3) as the
projection of subjectivity into lawful soclety, and 4) the

projection of subjectivity intc nature.
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The Will of God as an Ethical Injunction

When the source of ethical value in human affairs 1s ob-
scure and the postulates of ethical situations seem incongruous,
then the origin of ethics is attributed like that of many other
powerful and poorly understood phenomena to a supernatural realm.
God is sald to be the author of right and wrong; Justice is
synonymous with the fulflllment of his will. Whenever the ques-
tion arises about what 1s good or about what we must do, the
eccleslastical mind replies with oracular precision that we must
do the will of God. To him is attributed the quality of absolute
goodness; 1n him is postulated the reallzation of virtue. It
1s his laws that we are said to transgress whenever we err;
ultimately 1t is hils Jjudgment that we must respect, and his
punishment that we must fear. Of course, such general formulas
lend themselves poorly to application In specific circumstances.
But then there are authoritles, scriptural and inspired that
presume to lnstruct us about ethlcal values in any given instance.
At best the applicatlon of divine injunction to the specific
case 1s haphézard, and the intractable problems of application
often cast doubt upon the entire theoretical framework of

theological ethics.
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Perhaps it 1s an awareness that the compulsion of ethiéal
action 1s not adequately explained by obJective circumstances
that led to the assignment of ultimate ethical responsibility
to deity. Wwhen thils divine responsibility is projected upon
the world that we know as its objective cause, then problems
arise that have defied all attempts to solve them. One will
remember the famous riddle. If as the creator of nature,deityi
is held responsible for reality such as 1t is, he must be ac-
countable also for our own righteousness, or lack of iy, a
situation incompatible with the presumed freedom of our will.
In any case, whose should be the blame when evil comes to pPass
wlthout the concurrence of any individual at all? Considering
the omnipotence that we attribute to deity, the evident imper-
fection of world is most @mbarraqing. If we argue that deity
is not responsible for the world's faults, we disparage his
onmipotence. If we hold him 1ndifferent or unwllling to change
evil that is within his power to control, we disparage his
goodness. To say that evil is only apparent, that it 1is really
only goodness in disguise, 1is to deny one of the most impressive

chamcterisiig
gaiades Of human experience.

Ecclesiastical claims to the contrary notwithstanding,
nelther the church nor religion have a monopoly on ethical

value. Much virtue 1s found remote from organized religion,
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‘\
and separate from anything that might be called religious ex-

perience. Conversely, many practical undertakings of religion,
individual or corporate, leave much to be desired in respect

to ethical value. Thus the attempt to reduce ethical value to
religious experience creates more problems than it solves, es-
peclally so long as we feel ourselves bound to accept religious
doctrine as valid sources of transcendental cognition. Religious
dogma as 1t 1s usually understood implies the imposition of
ethical value from without individual experlence, On the other
hand, as soon as we recognlze that religious phenomen; are not
confined to dogma nor limited by ritual, religion may be ex-
amlned more freely as it appears in individual experlience., We
might then well discover a more meaningful relationship between
ethics and religion. It should no longer be taken on faith
that ethical iInjunction was imposed by an lnscrutable deity.
Rather it might appear that our relationship to deity, whoever
and whatever he might be, should be understood rationally as an '
expression of the inadequacy and potentiality alike of our

own experlence. It would then seem that the religious concepts
traditionally invoked to rationalize and to Justify ethical
postulates are themselves best understood as expansions and
compensations of ethlical experience. In other words, it is

concelvable that instead of employing religlous dogma to explain
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ethical experience, 8uch ethical experience, 1f a primary
reference to 1t were possible, might serve to give at least

a partial explanation of and Jjustification of reiigious in-
stitutions. If experience were indeed as transient and fragile
as we have implied, 1s 1t not plausible that some such personal
and social support as religion is able to provide should be
required to sustain the existence of self? Undoubtedly many
concepts and rituals of the religious life serve as such a
supplement to experience. It is possible to accept religious
conventlons as a phenomenon of the inadequacy of human‘experi-
ence. Perhaps such a construction is most appropriate; it
prevents the application to religlous conviction of unsultable
logical criteria. By the same tcken it would no longer be
necessary to tolerate all the conceptual impositions of religion.
To accept religlous experience as it 1s given does not imply
the endorsement of all logical claims made in its behalf. Even
80, such an empirical acceptance of religious experience might
do greater Justlce to 1ts power and validity than the many

haug Sic ceeded
volumes of scholastic rationalizatlons -eam ever suweecesd in doling.

Rellgious ideas have frequently dominated the state, and
the injunctions of government have been overtly derived from
religious doctrine. The king has usually appeared as the

earthly represéntative of God. Obedlence to him was vicarious
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obedlience to the deity. From the beginning of recorded his-
tory, religlous Institutions have lent thelr strength and their
dignlty to the support of the state; and the state in turn has
taken a propriletary interest in the religious conventions and
convictions of 1ts subjJects. The public ceremonies of our

efeartly wudic
democracy\e%aa~~~fw= e

that when a secular government

seeks to rationallize its power it falls back upon religious
bellef and religious institution. The allegiance that the
citizen owes to the state is still considered a derivative
of that allegiance which he owes to God. The doctrine‘that
the laws of a secular government are specific formulas of
divine injunctlon fares 111 in a state where legislation has
become technical and impersonal. Yet fre%Pently laws have
been thus interpreted, and we should be at a loss for the
source of the sanctity and necessity of law unless we could
attribute 1ts origin to a supernatural realm. The founding
fathers belleved the power of government to be a divine gif't
bestowed upon the people themselves as thelr prerogative,
vested by them in their chosen representatives. It is con-
celvable that by implication delty is the source of power in

every government, even where his position as patron of the

state is nelther designated in theory nor evident in practice.
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The most general and perhaps the most difficult of ethicai
injunctions is the demand that we should 'do the will of God.'
This inJunction might well be dismissed as an anachronism,
belonging to an era that the modern mind had outdistanced.
Whatever 1llp service we pay to religion, the modern consensus
of thought holds that the will of God has been repealed. We
tend to put our faith in%s a contemporary atheism that pro-
poses to operate the world-machine without divine assistance.

If we admit him as the creatdr, stlll we emphatically forbid

him to interfere 1n the creation. Accordingly, 1t is &uite

out of fashlon to rely upon the will of God, and we shudder

to think of the error of our forefathers who trusted in him.

On the other hand, even 1f one is not prepared to assert a
positive theclogy in the face of contemporary scientific scepti-
clsm, one may be made uncomfortable by the moral vacuum that
seems to be implicit in modern rationalism as its inevitable
concomitant. Perhaps the will of God has been surreptitiously °
replaced by ldeas of Justice, law, and progress. It is pertinent
to ask whether such ideas are able to survive without reference
te the will of God or its equivalent. Historically the notion
that God should have a wlll, and that this will should be of
supreme lmportance 1n the experience of mankind, has played

a very lmportant role. We wlll do well to ééé%%é%%% the tradi-

tional injunction in the light of our description of self and
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in view of our analysis of ethical consciousness. It is Just
possible that we might arrive at an exegesis of this concept
that would do Justice to 1ts venerable history without offending

the modern sceptical polnt of view to which it 1s so alien.

To understand the significance of the divine will to our
ethical consclousness, we must recall to mind our analysis of
self, the frallty of our existence as individuals, and our in-
evitable dependence upon a reality that is, as we have shown,
ultimately inaccessible to our comprehension. The congeptual
world, as we have pointed out, is the common denominator of
both reality and self, participating to an extent in the qualities
of each, yet belng equivalent to nelther. Evidently it is quite
impossible for us to describe deity except as an element of that
conceptual world. 1In other words, our ldeas about God are gener-
lcally comparable to other concepts, such as our notions of event
and object. Or, to put it in a yet different way, all our ideas
are concepts, and we are unable to escape from this limitation
of thought. Delty is likewlse a concept, but he stands in a
speclal relationship to the other concepts of our intellectual
unlverse. To assert that the objects of our world should exist
accordlng to the will of God?l%ﬁggithey should behave in con-

sonance with divine law 1s to impute subJective significance

to the conceptual world. Such an ascription is sometimes a
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hindrance to the development of reliable conceptual knowledge;
in other respects it 1s an unavoidable consequence of the
characteristics of self and of 1its peculiar relationship to

reality.

We have described the difficulties of defining self. What
is meant by the pronoun 'I' 1is always ambiguous. The concept
that I entertain of myself as an historical person is very un-
certaln and remote. The self need not rely upon conceptual
formulas for evidence of its existence. The consciousness of
self 1s able to flnd expression also in non~-conceptual determina-
tions. We have described the ethical expresslon of self, the
urge to act, as one such determination of self. Yet ethical
conscilousness, so long as it remains dependent upon concepts
essentially allen to it, remains impotent. This is as much
as to say that although our ethical consclousness demands that
we should do something, yet what we should do both in the
particular case and in the general situation remalns entirely
unspeclfied. Our own will is without significance in the con-
ceptual world. We must consider the injunction that we should
do the will of God as a surreptitious attempt to lmpute to the

conceptual world the specific quality of ethical conscliousness.
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The biologists never tire of pointing out that the pre-
servation of life of the individual should be one of the chief
functions of our natural endowment. Indeed much pseudo-ethlcal
theory has occupled itself with the attempt to reconstruct
the pattern of ethics as the expression of the human need to
preserve one's own life and to perpetuate his being. Such
theories are weakened because they content themselves with the
naive assumptlon that the being of self is bioclogical and that
consciousness is identical with the animal 11fe that may be
objectively observed. However our own experience and Ghat
we Infer to be the experience of the human race constantly

lead us to an opposite conclusion. Human 1ife 1is more than

a biological existence.

It 1s true: the preservation of the physical health of
the body, the prolongation of 1life to the last possible moment,
1s 1ndeed a fundamental instinct of human nature. There is
something perverse and iniqulitous in the physical mutilation
or destruction of the body. Yet as soon as we mention 1t, the
example of martyrs and ascetics comes to mind. Rlight or wrong,
they bear witness that there exlsts In human nature a desire,
salntly or perverse, to regard the self as distinct from the
body, and.perhaps even opposed to it. Martyrs and ascetics con-

sider their behavior not self-destruction, but self-preservation,
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a liberation and glorification of self. Anthropological the-
orles that demand only a bloclioglcal preservation of life leave

many facets of human nature unexplalined.

If it is easy to criticize the identiflcation of self and
body and to deslgnate 1ts lnadequacy, 1t 1s more difficult by
far to provide an acceptable definition that might include the
various apparent functlions of self. In another place we have
examined the difficulty of such deflnitlions and thelr relative
inadequacy. The radically empirical supposition upon which
we base our thought inslsts that the understanding of self
is limited by the immediacy of experience. It is only in
this moment, when I pReceive, think, and act, that I have the
right to assert my own exlstence. Yet, paradoxically, if I
were to be limited in my being to this moment, and if all that
I had done in the past or all that I would do in the future,
1f the content of my memory and the power of my imagination
were excluded as irrelevant, the contents of consclousness that
might be proved or demonstirated in the present would seem
trivial indeed. If I were limited in my being to this moment,
I should be nothing at all. For thls reason I must postulate
that such perception, such thought, and such actions as constitute
my belng ét thls moment should be possible also at other moments.

Of course, I have an historical opinion of myself as person,
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and I may extrapolate the perception, thought, and actlon of

the present moment to all other moments in my lifetime. How-
ever, such extrapolation will not do Justice to my experience
of consciousness. By its very nature thils historical interpre-
tation is remote and contingent. It 1s incapable of sustaining,
except in a superficlal sense, the actuallity of this present
experlience. For in time past, I was not the same one that I

am now, nelther willl I be in future time what I am at this instant.

In this dilemma we recognize again the intrinsic inadequacy
of human experience. Thls natural limitation of our experience
imposes an intolerable restriction upon the consciousness of
self, It 1s the surreptitious function cof our intellectual customs
to mitigate thls experlence. Our recognition of this inadeguacy
of experience demonstrates a high degree of ambivalence, To ac-
cept our limitat}ons is at the same time to deny thelr finality.
This ambivalencefcarried over into our notion of delty. The
idea of God is comprehensible only as a concept complementary
to the fallure of self. Yet as soon as deity is postulated he
is thought to exist in such a way as to relieve the lnadequacy
of consciousness. Let us equate that element which is assumed
to compensate the fallure of experience with delty. It makes
no differénce how this notlon of deity is deslignated. The recog-

nition of God is not a matter of nomenclature or of ceremony.

He does not require formal worship. What matters 1s that this
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sustenance of self should be recognized as a phencmenon that
cannot be emplrlically derlved, a complement without which aill
significant functlion of self becomes impossible. In this sense
1t 1s correct to say that the self in its existence 1s abso-
lutely dependent upcn the integrity and the power of a com-
plementary element. The name that is glven to this complementary
element 1s immaterial; its definition 1s superfluous. We may
rely on it, as on so many things, without recognizing or ad-
mitting our dependence. As soon as one understands the pre-
cariousness of the existence of self, then to deny deiéy is
elther to quibble about mere words or to accept a drastic
depreciation of one's exlistence. Furthermore, one might ques-
tion whether the depreciation of self that ensues upon the
consistent denlal of deity 1s compatible with any intellectual

activity whatsoever,

Only a little thought will show that our hypothesis 1s ex- .
traordinarily fruitful, for 1t immediately gives us the explana-
tion of the qualities that we attribute to deity. The notions
that he should be all-seelng, all-knowing, all-thinking, and
all-powerful are true complements to the failure of self. What

I see, what I know, what I think, and what I do are severely

limited. My vision 1s virtually meaningless unless there be
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somecne who sees what 1s visible but what I do not see, who
thinks what 1s rational, but what I do not think, who dces
what 1is necessary but what I cannot do. And thus with the
ciear recognition of our limitations the notion of deity is
upon us with all its power and virtual glory, and also with

all its contradiction and embarrassment.

The sketch of delty as we have outlined it is more than a
mere conceptual completlon of the fragmentary status of con-
sclousness. Consciousness 1s surrounded by that which.is alien
to 1t., Consclousness contlnually strives beyond the confines
of 1its own present, and for its practical existence 1t is de-
pendent upon rectitude and reason entireliy beyond itself. Nowg,
as a rule, these influences appear derogatory of consclousness:
they tend to overshadow it, they tend to compromise and to deny 1it.
The existence of consciousness in the natural world appears ac-
cordingly as a perpetual ccnflict. These obJjects and events .
whlch consciousness recognizes, these clrcumstances and relation-
ships, constantly reflect upon consciousness and say to 1lt: wyou
are nothing, you are an 1llusion, you are ephemeral. And conscious-
ness has a difficult time defending itself agalnst the objective
adversary, so much so that it often forgets itself and paradoxically
denies 1ts own exlstence and its own reallty. But, as the theo-

tire
loglans never #4er of pointing out, delty sustains consciousness.
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God 1s necessary to the 1life of man. What deity sees 1s com-
plementary to what 1 see; what deity knows is complementary

to what I know; what deity does is cemplementary to what I do.
Only with the aid of deity or its equlvalent as a complementary
element, recognlzed or not, do human actions, sensations, and
thoughts obtain significance. Thus it is eminently rational

for man to say: "3So help me GodV,

The actlons that we perform may be assertions of self, but
no matter how intensely our wlll 1s involved in their performance,
no conventlons of law or of duty can hide the relative insig-
nificance of our actions as they become conceptually explicit.
In other words, the ethical value of our actions pales in the
light of conceptual analysis. No matter how determined our
actlions may be, if anything satisfies us about them, that can
only be the fact of action not 1its consequence. What we do is
invariably trivial, in all instanceg it is ultimately an insult
to the integrity of self. For within the framework of the world
that we recognize, all things that we dc are valn, and to the
extent that self were dependent upon the validlity of 1ts ac-
tion, it should also appear negligible. Aware of this inadequacy,
we postulate that we should 'do the will of Ged.' We have al-
ready shown that the concept of deity is an indispensable sup-
plement to the limitations of our perceptual activity. Like-

wise the notion that there should be a divine schema of which



485 v-102

our actlions might be the manifestation 1s a supplement to the
weakness of our activity. Then this cobscure and mysterious
injunction that we should do the will of God might prove to

be a loglcal device by which our actions obtain a measure of
conceptual stature and validity. The action that expresses

the will of God no longer perishes unsung and unrecorded, for-
gotten 1n the ocean of time. The acticon that fulfills the will

of God is ipso facto elevated to enduring dignity and value.

Whether we say that this will of God which we do is a kind
of self-deception or whether we say that it is indeed the ful-
fillment of our active belng is largely a matter of words.

Once we recognlze the circumstance in which consciocusness finds
1tself, the terminology with which we describe this circumstance
becomes immaterial. We must note that the will of God such as
we find it, 1s significant only from the subjective point of
view of the individual about to act. Wwhen the individual recog-.

nizes the falliblllty of his activity and views the eveng of
_f}\ls \'(Li"l\’ )
history through the medium of thls fallibillty, as if &% wergf
g
a lens through which the world was recognized, then our oﬂﬁnre—

S n\gtcun \"NS
lationshlp to the world is made mégmiﬁgﬁwﬁ only by ewr, assertlion

h LN
that u;"in our action fulifillsa divine purpose. By the same

token, when wem%earch&for this divine will in the conceptual

from the fallibility of uﬁ} own actlon,

world apart
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when bg] in other words, viewsthe conceptual world objectively,
then the will of God appears as an 1llusion. The injunction to
do the wlll of God 1s not a play on words. It is a directlve
that is formally powerfui, yet materially empty. The error

of the theologlan 1s not that he instructs us to do the will

of God, but that he pretends to know what that will is. For
the indlvidual enmeshed in the turmcil and uncertainty of ac-
tion, the will of God is of salutary implication indeed. En-
tirely unrecognized, the alleglance to this principle protects

N

and secures consclicusness against the distractions of a concep-

tual reality that would otherwise quickly overwhelm it.
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The Transference of Subjectivity

The problems that we considered In the previous paragraphs
represent the most general formulatiocn of the actual ethical
problem., If, abstractly, the ethical dllemma resolves itself
into the question:How can the self obtaln reality through its
action? then the specific problem of ethlcs becomes, 'What
particular action must I perform in order that the value of
self should be reallzed?' Surely thls guestion is contingent
upon our particular situation. By way of contrast, the fact
that I must act, the fact of ethical consclougness Itself, i=s
prior and independent of conceptual formulation. Yet when 1
find myself in thls conceptual world, then 1t seems necessary
that the ethical consclousness and the conceptual world should
be related to one another. We have shown that the conceptual
world 1rrevocably bellttles consciousness. Esthetically, the
consequence of this disparagement 1s that the world should be
recognized as the creatlon of deity; ethically the consequence
of this disparagement 1s the assertion that it is ocur task to
do the will of God. We have shown how formally powerful these

suppositions are; yet materlally, how empty.

One will wish to refine and to elaborate such specific
directives as seek to allay the negatlion of consciousness by

concept. It will appear that although the specific ethical
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Injuncticn is a matter of accident and circumstance, yet those
general directives according to which we plan and gulde our
actions and attitudes may prove to be reflectlons of primary
quailties of consclousness. With this expectation in mind

we may examine the anclent command that we should love our

neighbor as ourselves.

The equatlion that this injunction establishes between self
and other, between you and me, 1is remarkablie particularly in
view of our previous analysis of consciousness. The premise
of this injunction asserts the concern of each individual for
his own self. It demands that transition from egotism to al-
trulsm which is one of the bases of our social order. This
injunction gives formal recognition to the faect that the self
recognlzed as personality becomes assimlliated into the socliety
of men. We develop the capaclty to see ourselves as others
see us, and conversely to see th@€m as individuals posgsessing
conscliousness comparable to our own. Only on the basis of

such an equalizatlion of Interests does society become possible.

The reflection that enables us to recognize ourselves com-
parable to other human beings is, on the face of it, a humillating
rationalization. It contradicts the ethical and esthetic de-
termination of §e1f in the present. It fails to do Jjustice to

my experlence of the necessity for action and of the unconditional



quallity of perception. The 'love'! of self is qulte incomparable
with any affection that I can ever actually summon for any
fellow human being. This injunction to love oné% neighbor

as ones self 1s impractical, and all attempts to implement

1t lead to the embarrassing recognition that it cannot be
complied with. We have pointed out in a previous chapter

that the constitution of self as an historical personage 1s
always precarious; 1t breaks down in many of the extreme con-
tingencles of experience. Likewise, our ability to love our
neighbor as ourselves frequently appears as a facile eéualiza-
tion, of some significance perhaps in casual and distant re-
lationships, yet one that 1s liable to collapse under the
pressures of intimacy and of need. As we have shown, per-
sonality is only one of the interpretations of the experience

of self. The conceptual description of personality does not
exhaust the consciousness of self. Conversely the attribution
of selfhood to the other individual with whom I am confronted
leads to a most peculiar attitude toward him. While I recog-
nize him as merely another object 1n the sphere of my conceptual
Knowledge, yet if I attribute to him that quality of selfhood

of which I myself am conscious at this time, then I assign to
him qualities that are far in excess of the appearance which

hls person represents to me., Then I must assume that his person

as I recognize 1t 1s only the screen behind which exists a
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consclousness such as my own. Thils consciousness I could
not posslbly comprehend; it remains, no matter how familiar
the person becomes to me, ultimately inaccessible. It exists

solely as a transference of my own intentlion and intuition.

In soclal and political affairs, this awareness of the
consclousness of my fellow human belng as analogous to my
own expresses 1ltself in courtesy, generosity, and in the de-
liberate design of soclal and political instruments in which
his opportunities and prerogatives shall be strictly cemparable
to mine. It i1s a remarkable achilevement of our soclety, one
which has been all too infrequently recognized and which has
seldom received the pralse that is its due, that we have dedicated
our pelity to the achlevement of such an 1deal of ¢quality among
men. Many of the urgent peolitical problems that arise in our
day may be traced to our failure to recognize the idealism of
our attempt. For, 1f what we strive to achieve 1s a reflection .
of an intrinsic pestulate in human nature, there is also within
the real structure of our selves a determination that contradicts
what we seek to attain. In other words, the difficulties of the
task which we have set for ourselves arise directly and demon-
strably out of the ambigulties of human nature. If the injunction

that we should love cne another as we love ourselves is a reflection
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of our ability and need to live in soclety, then the incapacity
to comply with this injunction is likewlse an expresgssion of

the isolation of the self that 18 determined by consciousness.,
To be sure, 1t is the task of our political institutions to
attempt to conceal this discrepancy. They make 1t appear

that our intentions are entirely compatible with our natures.
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Law as a Source of Ethlcal Directives

Whatever merit our derivatlion of value from the consclous-
ness of self may possess, the trend of our argument will seem
to many a practical-minded reader to be remote from the specific
problems of ethlics and morals. He will say, as has so often
been sald, that the intrinslc moral motivation 1s a poor and
ineffective sanction. At any rate, 1t would be impractical to
maintain a society on the strength of the simple subjJective de-
sire to act worthily. 1In the first place, conslidering: the wide
dlvergence of points of view, there would evidently be a remark-
able failure to agree upon what course of action was the right
one; and even if such a course of actlion were known, it would
require enforcement through the lnjunctive and punitive powers
of law. Then, turning to the law upon which we do in fact rely
for the preservation of our society, he would argue that it was
a mere set of practical rules by which the individual should be .
guided in hls own actions, and upon which he could rely as being
a constant and unchanging requirement for the actions of his
fellow men, thus providing the framework in which their activity

would become predictable.

The entire history of ethles might be rewritten in terms
of the relationship between man and man or in terms of the re-

lationshlip between man and socliety. It has been well argued
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that the ultimate functlon of ethical behavior is neither a per-
sonal one nor a religious one but, 1n effect, political. It is
concelvable that man had to learn what was good in order that

ne might become a useful and cooperative member of society.

This hypothesis 1s fundamental to much modern political theory
and 1t deserves to be carefully examined. It does Justice to

the exceedlng lmportance that soclety possesses for the in-
tegrity and for the prosperous physlcal and intellectual develop-
ment of self. It does Justice also to the achievements of

mind and body which man has been able to reach solely ;ith

the help of soclety. Yet, the undeniable importance of soclety
to the integrity of the indlvidual notwithstanding, a social
foundation of ethical consciousness fails to account for the
numerous experiences tending to show that ethics 1is an indi-
vidual problem. The individual exists as a biologlcal entity.

He is born, he lives, and he dles to himself. Although the pat-
tern of his 1i1fe is irrevocably molded by the soclety in which he
lives, yet in all 1mportant moments of his life, man is alone.
His beginning and hls end, his happiness and hls misery can

be related only to his individual existence. Nor has that so-

clety yet been bullt in which the individual is ultimately sl

subnerged 1n the destiny of hils people. When an

individual sacrifices himself to the state, as does the soldier
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dying in battle, he does not necessarily thereby deny the value
of his individual 1life. On the contrary, aware of the biological
lilmitations upon his physical existence, he seeks 1n the heroic
act to acquire a more convincing affirmation of hils own self.
Most decldedly the state does not have ethical priority in
human experience. The frequent struggle of the individual
agalnst the interest and determination of community is a con-
vincing argument for the primacy of the consclousness of self.
Otherwlse one should have to construe all individuality as a
pathological deviatlion from a totalitarian community sbirit.
Between self and the state we recognize a conflict. It is

the desire of the individual to act unhampered upon hils own
iniﬁative, in his own Interests and to his own ends. The cir-
cumstance of soclety precludes the exercise of all such indi-
vidual iniﬁative. Frequently the self is compelled to abandon
and to compromise 1its subjectlve determination. Such compro-
mise 18 one of the most remarkable achlevements of the human :
mind. Always the individual seeks to determine for himself
what he should do; he 1s ever desirous of personal freedom of
action. The very existence of the community requires that to
an extent greater or less, thlis freedom of action should be
curbed 1n the common interest. The initiative of self conflicts

with social contrel. This conflict goes deep into the structure
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of human life, and the fallure to recognize 1t or the attempt
to conceal 1t with platitude or plety 1s a perennial fault
of political thought. It is only when thls struggle ig recog-
nized in 1ts full dimensions, in 1ts violence, and in its
terror, only then will the resolution of the confliect, in-

complete though 1t be, become comprehensible 1n lts grandeur.

This compromlge between the indomltable demand for self-
assertion and the scclal necessity of submitting to a commen
will is sublimated in our concept and experience of law. The
struggle bvetween the Individual's urge for freedom and the in-
terests of society is allayed by the convention that a2ll in-
dividuals living in that socclety should be subservient to a
law that 1is superior to them all. The control that should be
intolerable 1f it were exercised as the wlll of an indlvidual
ruler is not only acceptable but offen even welcomed as mani-
festation of a more general necessity. We now understand why
it should be that when a situaticn arises where the power of
iaw reslides In an individual, as 1t Inevitably must, that person
cbtains an aura of sanctity iIn his official duty, whether as
Judge or king, governor or priest. When I obey the law, I do
not sacrifice or abandon my individuality to the whim or caprice
of another human being. The law makes no one a slave. It estab-

lishes between all men who are equal before it an equivalence
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which at one and the same {ime dces Justlice to thelir need of
self determinaticn and to the necessity for a common external
control. Therefore, when 1 cbey the law, I avall myself of

a signlficant ethical cpportunity. That is why conformity to
law and virtue are so frequently found to coincide, and why
the inevitable dlscrepancy between them ls so palnful a dis-
covery, difficult to rationalize. Indeed many individuals
lack the creativeness of mind that invents a conceptual frame-
work for constructive actlon. For them, who would otherwise
drift almlessly through life, the performance of legal huties
becomes a salutary confirmation of ethical consciousness and
a consequent fulfillment of personality. Thus while law is
the Instrument by which all minds are bound to their soclety,
law llkewise 1s unlquely capable of providing specific direc-
tives for ethical conscliousness. Then, by a miraculous trans-
formation, as 1t were, the performance of lawful duty ceases
to be an oppresslive restriction upon ethical consciousness.

It becomes one of the chlef opportunities for the assertion
of self. This transformation, its source and its consequence,
the necessary and sufficlient conditlons requisite for its ful-
fillment, are proper topics of legal philosophy, an analysls

of which would exceed the boundaries of the present exercise.
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When the 1lndividual acts according to law, he no longer
permits himself to be motivated by the haphazardness of his
own desires. To an extent greater or less these become for-
bldden to him, and his consclousness then finds adequate ex-
pression and satlsfaction in the opportunity for lawful action.
There 1s at one and the same time a transference of sovereignty
and responsibility from the individual to the state. This
sacriflce 1s the price that the individual pays for the bene-
fits of society. This alienation of a significant portion of
his identity represents a transfer that is always reluétant,
never complete. Conversely, the characteristics of all soclal
organizations and of the state in particular 1s their arrogation
of sovereignty from the individual. By nature, sovereignty is
the property of the individual mind, and 1its transference to
the state consequently represents a troublesome problem. In-
varlably the question arises how far this transference may be
accomplished: at what point 1t must cease 1f the individual '
is to survive, to what point 1t must proceed if the state 1is
to exist. The demands of soclety are opposed by the reluctance
of self to abandon 1ts prerogatives. To define thls relation-
ship 18 the acute political question of our day and perhaps

also of all time.
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The Projection of Consciousness into Nature

We may now generalize our conclusions concerning ethical
consclousness. We have shown that ethical value 1s indlvidual
and subjective. It satisfles the need of the 1ndividual to
become real in the present moment. The self is nothing at
all unless 1t be something here and now. The self becomes
real 1n the present action in which 1t is exclusively and
exhaustlvely expressed. Hence it is not at all incongruous
that the ethlcal values of different men differ according to
the circumstances in which they find themselves. All attempts
to establish general or universal rules of ethical behavior
and especlally to apply them unequivocally 1n a specific case

will be found wanting.

Although our action and our perception is limited to the
present, our concepts are not. We invariably strive to recon-
cile the momentary determination of ethical consciousness
with the conceptual world in which our mind exists. Such
reconciliatlons we have even now considered. Carefully ex-
amined they throw an illuminating light upon both consclous-
ness and concept. These compromises are entirely adequate
to neither consclousness nor concept, and so long as their
Intrinsic ambiguity remalns unrecognized, they remain in-

evitable sources of contention.
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We must complete the study of ethical consciousness ap-
plied, by a review of the manner in which consciousness tends
to be projected into nature. We have already discussed three
speciflc variants of such projection: the will of God, the
recognitlon of the equivalence between my nelghbor and myself,
and the projection of ethical consciousness into objective
law. We reconsider the second of these projectlons, namely
the ldentification of self with the other human being. The
original Blblical account of the Good Samaritan suggests that
the Samaritan was of different nationality from the st;icken
men whom he befriended. The parable phrases as its central
question: "Who is my neighbor?" the Implication being that
nelghborliness ought not be circumscribed by family, clan,
nation or race. To aid ones family or ones close friends is
an instinctive desire and no matter of great virtue. The
parable seems to imply an injunction to identify oneself with

a yet larger circle of life.

This problem 1s a pressing one indeed in contemporary
pollticai history. The notion of equallty among men within

a state and of equality of states with one another can be
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understood only as public acceptance of the maxim that each
individual should accept all other human belngs as potentlally
equal to himself, soclally, economically, and politically.
Such equality is most readlly achieved in an homogenous so-
clety. The goal of equality 1s most easily realized among
indlviduals whose abilitles are comparable. There it is not
difficult to bring about a transference of consciousness.
This fact suggests that in itself the transference of con-
sclousness 1s also an egotlstlical undertaking. In the per-
sonallties that very much resemble oursélves we see ou; own
image, and by favoring them, we flatter ocurselves; by pro-
tecting them from harm, we make certain our own security.
Such a mutual projection of consciousness is the cement of
all soclal, professional, and intellectual elites. When we
love or protect the individual who very much resembles us,
we are doing little more than assuaging our own egotism.
Thus 1t has been recognized that one of the tests of our
egalitatianlem is our abllity and willingness to extend the
prerogatives that we claim for ourselves and for our peers
to individuals and groups of men whom we must recognize to

be significantly different from ourselves.
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The ethical maxim speaks only of loving our neighbors as
we love ourselves. We then expand the meaning of the word
neighbor to Include not only the residents of our town, the
citizens of our country, not oniy those who speak the same
language or those who have the same intellectual tradition,
we include even those whose societies are entirely different
from our own. And we recognize as human beings also peoples
In various stages of civilization, offering to them alsquéhality
that we demand for ourselves. If our concept of neighborliness,
beginning with individuals personally known angd familia; to us,
expands to inciude all humanlity, 1t 1s but a small step to go
further, and to include, as has so often been done, all of animate
nature as the object of respect and reverence. There is really
no good reason why the identification of self with other beings
should be limited to the human race. The traditional and
stubborn attempt to maintain an absolute distinctlon between
human and inhuman 11fe has very little basis 1in experience.
The pretense of distingulishing man from nature has made 1t

possible that all that was inhuman might be Judiciously ex-

ploited for man's use. Perhaps this distinction 1s a for-
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tuitous one; perhaps the biological definition that makes 1t
lawful to kill an animal for pleasure but unlawful to kill a
man except in self-defense 1s of ultimate validity. Yet
whether or not 1t 1s a good distinction, 1t 1s not a natural
one. For, on the one hand, we are always prone toc bestow

a high degree of affection con non-human belngs. Consider,
for example, the care that we lavish on our domestlc animals,
our dogs, our herses. On the other hand, 1t often requilres
a good deal of soclal pressure and of moral rectitude for

us to be willing to recognlize a human being who is socially,
culturally, and physically forelign to us as our brother. His-
tory, both anclent and modern, 1is full of examples that show
how easlly thls reverence for our fellow human beings may be
wiped out. Given an unfavorable soclal environment, we are
qulte ready to treat him no less brutally and 'inhumaniy'
than we treat animals and objects. Men have always been
ready to look down on those who differed from them in any
respect at all, to enslave them, to persecute them, to tor-
ture and to kill them. These are the facts of history. It

1s well 1f we try to change them for us and for our generatlion;
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but it 1s foolish to deny them, and they must be understocod
if we are to attempt to establish a world in which they shall
not be. The transference of consclousness 1s easiest and
most natural where the subject and the obJect resemble each
other most. It becomes progressively more difficult as dif-

ferences between them increase.

We have explalined how 1t 1s that when we love our neigh-
bors we attribute to them subJjectivity comparable to our own.
We do the same for example, when we love our animals, &hen
we are distressed by thelr pain and saddened by their death.
We demand of them loyalty, responsibility, and steadfastness
similar to that which we as human belngs demand and expect
of one another. Such an approach to the higher animals 1is
not without practical advantage and benefit. It becomes in-
congruous, however, when 1t 18 extended to lower animals, to
plants, or inanimate objects even. It is meaningiess to con-
sider thelr activity conscious or deliberate. Is 1t sensible

to say that the growth of the flower or of the tree, that

railn or sunshine are good or bad, except with reference to
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the advantage that human beings have from them? Yet, 1f we
say that a dog 1s loyal, should we not say that the spider

1s skillful or iIndustricus? Can we avoid the inference that
the flowering and fruition of plants have purpose akin to

our own activities? Where shall the projection of conscious-
ness stop? Shall it stop wilth mammals? Shall we feed the
dogs but klll the birds? Shall 1t include insects? Shall

we swat the fly but permit the butterfly to roam? Shall it
embrace even the vegetable world? Shall we tend our trees
and nourish them with water and food but poison our w;eds?
Is i1t poessible for us to distinguish the members of our world
whilch we must revere from those others which we may use with
impunity? Do we not properly revere the water, the wind,

the sky and the earth even as we respect animals, plants,

and human belngs? The transference of subjectivity surely
cannot stop with my neighbor. It does to some degree seem

to 1lnvelve all men, all animals, plants, indeed, the whole
world. And how, if at all are we to escape the ridiculous

predicament in which we now find ourselves, nudged to our
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own physical destruction by our reluctance and unwillingness
to harm anything else 1n the world? Is 1t not a law of na-

ture that 1life flourishes on the death of other 1life? Is

it possible for us to create for ourselves the memorable ex-
ception to this rule? Perhaps it 1s, and perhaps it 1s our

tagk to attempt to do so.

* N ® & *




